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ADVERTISEMENT. 


At  the  close  of  the  Fourth  Volume  of  the  Reports  of  the  late 
war,  the  engagements  of  the  Editor  seemed,  for  a  time  at  least, 
to  have  terminated  with  the  subject-matter  on  which  they  had 
been  employed.  The  recommencement  of  hostilities  has  opened 
!«oarces  of  fresh  materials;  and,  under  the  same  hope  of  contri- 
buting usefully  to  the  stock  of  public  information,  this  work  is 
again  resumed,  and  will  proceed  in  the  same  order  and  form,  and 
nnder  the  same  general  assurances,  that  were  originally  professed. 

During  the  progress  of  a  work  of  this  kind,  the  task  of  selec- 
tion leads  gradually  to  the  exercise  of  a  more  minute  discretion, 
upon  which  different  judgments  may  occasionally  be  formed,  as  to 
the  relative  importance  of  particular  cases.  All  difiiculty  of  expla- 
nation, however,  on  this  point,  will  be  best  relieved  by  adopting 
the  words  of  Lord  Bacon,  who,  with  reference  to  another  science, 
thus  distinctly  marks  the  rule,  which  will  with  e(jual  propriety 
apply  to  all  works  of  a  similar  description :  — "  We  do  not  mean 
that  this  work  should  extend  to  every  common  case  that  happens 
••MTy  day,  which  were  an  infinite  labor  and  to  little  purpose;  nor 
yet  to  exclude  all  but  prodigies  and  wonders,  for  many  things  are 
ni'w  in  their  manner  and  circumstances  which  are  not  so  in  their 
kind  :  and  he  who  looks  attentively  will  find  many  particulars 
worthy  of  observation  in  what  seems  common."  Advancement  of 
I>(>arning,  p.  M4. 

I)tN  TuR*"  roMMOX*,  February  23,  1805. 

October  23,  1806.. 
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AND  SmCE  HEARD  ON  APPEAL. 


(Before  the  Lords  Commissionen  of  Appeal  in  Prize  Causes.) 


AxsA  Catharina,  Wnppcr, 

16th  NoTcmber,  1805 

Affirmed. 

Aroo,  Smith, 

6th  May,  1802 

Affirmed. 

BcT!«ET,  Murphy, 

22d  June,  1799 

Affirmed. 

Capf.  of  Good  Hope, 

24th  May,  1802 

Affirmed. 

Columbia,  Weeks, 

12th  August,  1801   . 

Affirmed. 

CosguEROR,  Tata, 

29th  'M&Tch,  1803     . 

Affirmed. 

Edward,  Bartelt, 

24th  NoTember,  1804 

Affirmed. 

Eexrom  ,  Frontier, 

27th  ^larch,  1802    . 

Affirmed. 

Em BDEv,  Mejer, 

10th  February,  1800 

Affirmed. 

Graaf  Bcrxstorff,  Bebner, 

2Sd  April,  1803 

Affirmed. 

Haabet,  Vette, 

16th  August,  1803   . 

Affirmed. 

IIarmoxy,  Bool, 

nth  July,  1803 

Affirmed. 

Joseph ccE,  Fish, 

9th  July,  1803 

Affirmed. 

Maria,  Paulsen, 

2d  July,  1802 

Affirmed. 

Nabcy,  Joy, 

17th  December,  1802 

Affirmed. 

Naxcy,  Knndson,  as  to  the  Cargo, 

5th  April,  1803 

Affirmed. 

Naxct,  as  to  Bestitutioa  of  the  Ship, 

5th  April,  1803 

Rcvenod. 

Orion.  Cashing, 

29th  March,  1804    . 

Affirmed. 

Perse^-crance,  Sneydan, 

10th  August,  1803  . 

Affirmed. 

RcxsBURG,  Nyberg, 

nth  August,  1803   . 

Affirmed. 

BoiALiA  &  Bbttt,> 

6th  May,  1802 

Affirmed. 

&c»A,  Unisey, 

19th  March,  1803    . 

Affirmed. 

Vrow  Axxa  Catharina,  Mahts, 

15th  December,  1805 

Affirmed. 

(Before  the  Judges  Delegate  in  Causes  Civil  and  Maritime.) 


Brmr  Cathcart,  Gillespie, 
WiLUAM,  Bcckford, 


1st  July,  1800 

24th  November,  1801 


Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


1  Affirmed  in  principle  by  The  Rosalie,  and  The  Betty  Roper,  6th  May,  1802,  in  which 
the  Lords  of  Appeal  held,  that  the  carrying  contraband  outwards,  with  false  papers,  woald 
liiBct  the  fctniDed  cargo  with  condemnation. 


DATES  OF  HOSTILITIES  AND  BLOCKADES. 


Dates  of  Hoitilitiea. 


16th  May,  1803, 

16th  June,  1803, 
22d  Aug.,  1803,  | 

11th  Jan.,  1803, 
14th  May,  1806, 


Against. 


France, 


7 

Roman  and  Ligu-  ) 

>    > 


Holland, 
)nian  s 
rian  Republics 

Spain, 

Prussia, 


Dates  of  Blockade. 


28th  June,  1803,  ( 
26th  July,  1803,1  ( 
13th  Aug.,  1803, 

6th  Sept,  1803, 


9th  Aug.,  1804, 


25th  April,  1805, 
27th  Oct.,  1805 


■J 


16th  May,  1806,^  h 


26th  July,  1806, 


Ports  Blockaded. 


The  Elbe, 
The  Weser. 
Genoa  and  Spezia. 
Havre    dc    Grace,   and 
the  ports  of  the  Seine. 
Fecamp, 

St  Yallcry  en  Caux, 
Dieppe, 
Treport, 
The  Somme, 
Etaples, 
Bolopic, 
Calais, 
Gravelincs, 
Dunkirk, 
Nieuport,  and 
Ostend. 

Cadiz  and  St.  Lucar. 
Partially   relaxed,   with 
exception  of  provisions 
and  warlike  stores. 
Of  the  coasts,  from  the 
Elbe  to  Brest,  with  qua- 
lifications   in    favor    of 
neutral  trade  to  or  from 
a  neutral  port. 
Venice. 


1  Withdrawn  October  19tb,  1805 ;  renewed  8th  April,  1806. 

*  September  25, 1806,  relaxed  as  to  ports  between  the  Elbe  and  the  Eems  inclusively. 
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The  Jeune  Voyageur,  Gucrard. 

September  6,  1803. 

Recsptnred  from  tlie  cncmj.  Restitation  to  former  British  owners,  under  the  Prize  Act,  is 
confined  to  captures  daring  the  war ;  not  to  bo  extended  to  a  Tesscl  confiscated  in  time  of 
peace,  for  a  violation  of  the  revenue  laws  of  France. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  British  ship  that  had  been  seized  in  a 
French  port,  March,  1802,  and  had  been  condemned  for  an  asserted 
violation  of  the  navigation  laws  of  France.  It  had  been  purchased 
onder  that  sale  by  a  French  merchant,  and  was  captured  on  a  voy- 
aj?e  between  two  French  ports,  since  the  commencement  of  hostili- 
ties against  France.  A  claim  was  given,  on  the  part  of  the  former 
British  owner,  praying  to  have  the  ship  restored  to  him  on  salvage. 

On  the  part  of  the  claim,  Setccll  stated  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  submitted  to  the  court  whether  the  restitution  on  salvage, 
directed  by  the  Prize  Act,  might  not  be  extended  to  the 
relief  of  a  •  person  whose  property  had  been  violently  and  [  *  2  ] 
unjus'tiy  taken  from  him  in  a  French  port,  and  was  now 
retaken  by  a  British  subject. 

Jl'DGMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  not  in  the  power 
of  the  court  to  give  this  relief.  The  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act 
apply  to  goods  taken  by  the  enemy  as  prize ;  and  direct,  with  regard 
to  such  property,  that,  on  recapture,  it  shall  revert  to  the  former  Bri- 
tish owner.  This  ship  was  seized,  not  in  any  manner  as  prize,  but 
for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  revenue  la^*^  of  France,  in  a  time  of 
absolate  and  entire  peace.    Whether  the  condemnation  in  the  French 

TOL.  V.  1 


CASES    DETERMINED   IN  THE 


The  Vrow  Elizabeth.    5  C.  Rob. 


court  proceeded  on  just  grounds  or  not,  is  a  question  which  I  am  not 
competent  to  try ;  more  especially  in  the  tx  parte  manner  in  which 
it  must  unavoidably  come  forward, —  there  being  no  persons  present, 
on  the  part  of  the  French  court,  to  defend  the  proceedings  which 
have  taken  place.  The  seizure  and  condemnation,  in  time  of  peace, 
will  have  the  effect  of  working  an  entire  defeasance  of  the  British 
title ;  and  the  ship  must  be  condemned  to  the  captor,  as  property  of 
the  enemy  taken  in  the  ordinary  course  of  prize. 


TuE  Vrow  Elizabeth,  Probst. 

September  6,  1803. 

Effect  of  the  flag  and  pass  of  the  enemy  conclusive,  as  to  the  character  of  the  ship ;  ^  not 
conclusive  against  the  claim  of  the  same  owner,  for  an  undivided  share  of  the  cargo. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  taken  under  a  Dutch  flag  and  pass,  on 
a  voyage  from  Surinam  to  Holland.     A  claim  was  given  on  the  part 

of  Mr. ,  a  merchant  of  Bremen,  stating  "  the  ship  to 

[  •  3  ]   •  have  been  band  fide  his  property,  though  nominally  trans- 
ferred to  a  Dutch  merchant,  and  placed  under  a  Dutch  flag 
and  pass,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  her  to  trade  between  the  Dutch 
colonies  and  Holland. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate.  The  master  has, 
in  his  deposition,  stated  the  ship  to  belong  to  the  owner  in  Holland  ; 
he  cannot,  therefore,  now  be  heard  to  explain  away  that  evidence, 
and  assert  a  claim  for  another  person.  Independent  of  all  objections 
to  testimony,  however,  the  mere  sailing  under  the  flag  and  pass  of 
the  enemy  is,  in  point  of  law,  decisive  to  fix  the  character  of  the  ship, 
and  to  subject  her  to  be  condemned  as  a  Dutch  ship. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  The  discredit  of  the 
master  will  not  preclude  the  owner  from  asserting  a  fair  claim ;  more 
especially  when  a  foundation  is  laid  for  such  a  suggestion  in  the 
evidence  of  the  other  witnesses,  who  speak  of  Mr.  N as  being 


1  [The  Vrow  Anna  Catharina,  5  C.  Rob.  167 ;  The  Goedc  Hoop,  2  Acton,  32 ;  The 
Fortuna,  1  Dod.  87 ;  The  Success,  1  Dod.  ISO ;  The  Eagle,  1  W.  Rob.  246 ;  6  C.  Rob. 
App.  No.  II.] 


HIGH   COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Tho  Vrow  Elizabeth.    5  C  Bob. 


in  reality  the  owner.  The  principle  of  law,  that  has  been  relied  on, 
applies  to  cases  arising  in  time  of  war.  The  circumstance  of  exist- 
ing hostilities  may  impose  a  peculiar  obligation  on  neutral  mer- 
chants, to  keep  their  titles  of  property  distinct,  and  free  from  any 
intenhixture  of  enemy's  interest,  even  in  appearance ;  but  where  no 
sach  special  reason  exists,  the  principle  does  not  apply  with  equal 
propriety,  to  govern  cases  of  an  assumed  character  in  time  of  peace, 
where  the  flag  and  pass  have  been  adopted  without  any  contempla- 
tion of  war,  and  for  reasons  arising  only  out  of  the  internal 
regulations  of  Holland.  If  this  practice  of  •  tjtinsferring  [  *  4  ] 
a  Dutch  character  to  neutral  ships  is,  in  any  degree,  a  fraud, 
it  i:^  not  against  this  nation,  nor  against  the  rights  of  war,  which  it 
is  the  peculiar  province  of  this  court  to  enforce.  It  can  amount  to 
nothing  more  than  to  a  fraud  on  the  navigation  laws  of  Holland, 
which  we  are  in  no  degree  concerned  to  protect.  In  the  case  of 
The  Clarissa,^  Symonds,  Mr.  Brown,  a  part  owner,  resident  in  Ame- 
rica, obtained  restitution  of  his  share  of  the  ship,  although  the  vessel 
bad  sailed  from  Holland  under  a  special  pass  or  license  of  adoption, 
entitling  her  to  engage  in  the  colonial  trade  of  Holland,  which  had 
before  l)een  appropriated  exclusively  to  Dutch  ships. 

Jui>r,MENT. 

Sir  \V.  Scott.  This  application  appears  to  me  to  be  against  the 
evidence  of  fact,  as  well  as  against  the  settled  principle  of  law.  The 
vessel  wa5  sailing  under  Dutch  colors,  from  Surinam  to  Amsterdam, 
with  a  Dutch  pass,  and  all  other  papers,  representing  her  to  be  a 
Dutch  ship ;  and  this  description  is  confirmed  by  the  deposition  of 
the  master,  who  states  her  to  be  a  Dutch  ship,  the  property  of  Mr. 
Gildermester.  The  evidence  on  the  fact,  then,  is,  that  she  is  a  Dutch 
ship.  To  this  nothing  is  opposed  but  the  account  of  two  other  per- 
sons, who,  though  competent  witnesses,  are  certainly  inferior  to  the 
master,  both  with  regard  to  the  credit  due  to  thern,  and  to  their 
opportunity  of  knowing  the  real  fact.  It  would,  I  think,  be  extremely 
hazardous  to  admit  a  claim  in  opposition  to  this  evidence.  I  will  go 
fartliiT,  and  say  that  I  hold  the  claim  to  be  also  against  the  esta- 
blished rules  of  law;  by  which  it  has  been  decided  that  a 
vr.»se!,  •  sailing  under  the  colors  and  pass  of  a  nation,  is  to  [  *  5  ] 
be  considered  as  clothed  with  the  national  character  of 
that  country.     With  goods  it  may  be  otherwise;^  but  ships  have  a 


>  Adm.  June  26,  ISOO.  [.See  1  (iall.  007] 

t  In  the  i-aie  of  The  Vreode  &  lioltvs,  the  claim  of  Mr.  Dedc,  for  a  share  in  the  !»hip 
tdUB  nader  a  Dntch  flag  and  {>a99,  was  n'jocted.     On  the  part  of  the  captor,  it  was 
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[  •G  ]  *  peculiar  character  impressed  upon  them  by  the  special 
nature  of  their  documents,  and  have  always  been  held  to 
the  character  with  which  they  are  so  invested,  to  the  exclusion  of 
any  claims  of  interest  that  persons  living  in  neutral  countries  may 
actually  have  in  them.  In  the  war  before  the  last,  this  principle  was 
strongly  recognized  in  the  case  of  a  ship  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
Surinam  to  Amsterdam,  and  documented  as  a  Dutch  ship.  Claims 
were  given  for  specific  shares,  on  behalf  of  persons  resident  in  Swit- 
zerland ;  and  one  claim  was  on  behalf  of  a  lady,  to  whom  a  share 
had  devolved  by  inheritance,  whether  during  hostilities  or  not  I  do 


farther  objected,  as  to  the  cargo,  that  the  claim  of  the  same  gentleman  for  an  undi- 
vided part  of  the  cargo,  ^ocumcnt^d  as  Dutch  property,  must  be  precluded,  also,  by 
the  Dutch  character,  arid  by  incorporation  into  Dutch  commerce.  The  court  over^ 
ruled  this  objection,!  obser>'ing  —  "A  great  distinction  has  been  always  made  by  the 
nations  of  Europe  between  ships  and  goods.  Some  countries  have  gone  so  far  as  to 
make  the  flag  and  pass  of  the  ship  conclusive  on  the  cargo  also,  but  this  countiy 
has  never  carried  the  principle  to  that  extent  It  holds  the  ship  bound  by  the  cha- 
racter imposed  upon  it  by  tlie  authority  of  the  government,  from  which  all  the  docu- 
ments issue.  But  goods,  which  have  no  such  dependence  upon  the  authority  of  the 
state,  may  be  differently  considered.  Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  court 
will  make  the  separation  ?  Generally,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  such  separation  may 
be  made.  It  is  in  ever}'  day*s  practice  to  make  such  distinctions.  Are  there,  then, 
any  particular  circumstances  to  prevent  the  court  from  doing  it  in  the  present 
instance  ?  Has  the  claimant  assumed  the  character  of  a  Dutchman,  so  as  to  render 
the  property  liable  to  be  considered  as  Dutch  property  ?  I  know  of  no  case  that  has 
fixed  such  a  consequence  upon  a  transaction  of  this  kind  in  time  of  peace.  On  the 
contrar}',  we  all  remember  the  cases  of  The  Swiss,  who  had  shipped  propert}'  from 
Curacoa,  under  Dutch  names,  to  avoid  the  alien  duties,  and  yet  obtained  restitution  of 
their  claims.  Ilad  the  trade  in  the  present  instance  been  even  an  exclusive  trade,  it 
might  have  been  questionable  how  far  the  party  could  have  been  held  to  the  Dutch 
character,  merely  on  account  of  a  false  representation  practised  against  the  Dutch 
revenue  laws ;  unless,  indeed,  it  had  appeared  that  there  had  been  some  pass  or  license 
conferring  on  him  the  special  privileges  of  a  Dutch  merchant,  or  tmless  it  was  a  trade 
arising  out  of  the  circumstances  of  war,  or  the  expectation  of  such  an  event  Here 
the  party  appears  only  to  be  availing  himself  of  Dutch  names  in  time  of  peace,  for 
the  benefit  of  avoiding  particular  duties.  In  such  a  case,  it  would  be  going  farther 
than  the  court  has  hitherto  gone,  to  declare  that  the  person  is  to  be  held  to  all  the 
revolutions  which  may  attend  the  Dutch  character.  In  time  of  war,  a  more  strict 
principle  may  be  necessary.  But  it  is  needless  to  decide  what  considerations  might  be 
fit  to  be  applied  to  such  a  transaction  in  time  of  war,  as  this  case  arose  altogether  in 
time  of  peace,  and  without  any  expectation  of  war.  I  see  nothing  to  prevent  the 
court  from  performing  the  office  of  separating  this  undivided  share ;  and  as  the  pro- 
perty is  fully  proved,  I  shall  decree  it  to  be  restored." 

So  in  The  Broders  Lust,  Mr.  Richter,  part  owner  of  the  ship  and  supercargo  on 
board  the  vessel,  obtained  restitution  of  his  claim  for  parts  of  the  cargo,  though  his 
claim,  as  to  the  ship,  was  rejected. 

1  January  10th,  1804. 
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not  accurately  remember ;  but,'  if  it  was  so,  she  had  done  no  act 
whatever,  with  regard  to  that  property,  and  it  might  be  said  to  have 
dropped  by  mere  accident  into  her  lap.  In  that  case,  however,  it  was 
held  that  the  fact  of  sailing  under  the  Dutch  flag  and  pass  was  deci- 
sive against  the  admission  of  any  claim ;  and  it  was  ob- 
served that,  as  the  vessel  *  had  been  enjoying  the  privileges  [  *  7  ] 
of  a  Dutch  character,  the  parties  could  not  expect  to  reap 
the  advantages  of  such  an  employment,  without  being  subject,  at 
the  same  time,  to  the  inconveniences  attaching  on  it.  When  I  lay 
down  this  rule,  I  do  not  say  that  there  may  not  be  cases  of  such  par- 
ticular circumstances  as  to  raise  a  reasonable  distinction.  The  treaty 
of  Amiens  had  stipulated  for  the  liberty  of  withdrawing  British  pro- 
perty from  the  ceded  and  restored  islands.  But  the  governments  of 
France  and  Holland  afterwards  refused  to  suffer  such  property  to  be 
exported  from  these  colonies,  otherwise  than  in  ships  of  France  or 
Holland,  and  on  a  destination  to  those  countries.  The  difficulty 
which  has  arisen  in  the  removal  of  British  property,  for  want  of 
shipping,  may  have  induced  our  own  government  to  permit  British 
shiprt  to  put  themselves  under  Dutch  flags  for  this  particular  pur- 
pose ;  and,  in  such  cases,  the  particular  situation  of  affairs  arising 
out  of  this  rcfu.sal  to  execute  the  treaty,  may  have  entitled  such  par- 
ties to  a  relaxation  ^  of  the  general  rule.  But  no  ground  of  exemp- 
tion whatever  is  stated  in  the  present  claim ;  nothing  more  tlian  that 
the  claimant  found  it  convenient  to  place  his  vessel  under  the  Dutch 
cbaractor.  To  which  the  answer  is  obvious,  that  with  the  conve- 
nience he  must  take,  also,  the  inconvenience  attending  such 
an  act.  *  The  case  referred  to  in  the  argument  has  nothing  [  *  8  ] 
in  common  with  the  present  claim.  In  that  case,  the  ship 
bad  merely  a  colonial  pass  or  license,  being,  in  all  other  respects, 
undoubtedly  and  avowedly  an  American  ship,  and  described  as  such 
in  the  usual  American  documents.  This  ship  has  all  the  documents 
of  a  Dutch  ship,  and  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  her  subject 
to  condemnation. 


'  In  The  Oudemeoming,  a  I)riti:<h  subject  obtained  restitution  of  seven  eightlui  of 
the  ship,  under  a  Dutch  flag  and  pad:*.  The  king*9  instniction.**,  2.'{d  July,  1803,  direct 
-  ri'^titution  of  »hips  and  cargoes,  Itondjidc  belonging  to  Brituih  subjects,  sailing,  Iwlbrc 
the  knowledge  of  hostilitie:*,  trum  the  colonies  of  France  and  Holland,  to  whatever 
coantnr  thev  might  be  going.** 
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The  Frederick,  Worth. 

September  7,  1803. 

Mariners'  character,  concluded  by  the  character  of  the  ship.    Shares  of  master  and  mariners, 
American  subjects,  on  board  a  French  whale  ship,  condemned.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  French  whale  ship,  that  was  taken  on  a  voy- 
age to  the  southern  whale  fishery  and  back  to  L'Orient  The  mas- 
ter clairafed  specific  shares^  of  the  cargo,  as  the  prdperty  of  himself 
and  the  officers  and  crew  of  his  vessel,  asserted  subjects  of  America. 

The  King's  Advocate  contended  —  That  the  character  of  the  mas- 
ter and  mariners  were  to  be  taken  from  that  of  the  ship,  and  that 
they  were  precluded  from  claiming  wages  on  board  an  enemy's 
ship. 

Contra.  Laurence  cited  the  cases  of  The  Ospray  and  The  Indus- 
try in  the  last  war  (in  which  the  masters'  adventure  had  been  restored) 
and  contended  —  That  as  the  claimants  had  engaged  in  this  trade 
only  in  time  of  peace,  it  was  reasonable  that  they  should  be  allowed 
some  time  to  withdraw  themselves  and  their  property,  without  being 
bound  instanter  to  all  the  disabilities  of  a  French  character,  from  a 
mere  temporary  service  on  board  a  French  ship. 

[  *  9  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  I  have  no  hesitation,  in  pronouncing 
that  these  persons  cannot  be  admitted  to  claim.  They  are  to  be 
considered  as  mariners ;  and  this  proportion  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
voyage,  as  their  wages.  Then  can  a  claim  be  sustained  for  wages, 
on  board  an  enemy's  ship  ?  In  the  cases  cited,  the  ships  were  either 
really  or  ostensibly  American  ships,  which  might  entitle  the  persons 
serving  in  them,  in  that  character,  to  a  different  consideration.  The 
present  vessel  is  avowedly  a  French  ship,  and  these  persons  must  be 
taken  to  be  French  sailors.  There  is  indeed  less  reason  for  any 
relaxation  of  the  general  principle  in  this  branch  of  navigation,  than 


1  [The  Endraught,  1  C.  Rob.  24 ;  The  Golubchiek,  1  W.  Rob.  150 ;  The  Eleonora 
Wilhelmina,  6  C.  Rob.  331.] 

^  Master,  one  fourteenth;  mate,  one  twcnty-fifUi;  second  mate,  one  thirty-fifth; 
third  mate,  one  fiftieth ;  three  marinen,  each  one  eighty-fifth. 
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in  any  other ;  because  the  rcUio  of  wages  is  a  material  part  of  the 
trade  itself,  being  the  ordinary  mode  of  carrying  on  that  particular 
species  of  commerce.^ 


The  Mariamne,  Morel. 

September  9,  1803. 

Letter  of  manjae,  forfeitable  for  acts  of  cruelty.    Proceedings  on  that  ground,  on  the  part  of 

the  admiralty,  not  substantiated  in  the  present  case. 

This  was  a  case  arising  on  a  representation,  made  by  the  master 
of  the  captured  vessel,  to  Captain  Trower,  of  the  king's  ship  The 
Lark,  that  one  of  two  privateers,  that  were  the  actual  captors,  had 
fired  into  the  ship  after  the  surrender,  and  by  that  act  had  killed  one  of 
the  men.  On  this  representation,  a  proceeding  was  instituted  on  the 
part  of  the  admiralty,  against  the  privateer,  to  deprive  her  of  her  let- 
ter of  marque.  It  appeared  that  the  two  privateers  had 
dogged  the  prize  from  ten  o'clock,  A.  M.  till  about  •two,  [  *  10  ] 
and  were  close  under  her  stern  when  she  surrendered ;  that 
they  immediately  boarded  and  took  possession.  The  Lark  had  come 
in  sight  about  an  hour  before  the  capture,  and  the  master  of  the 
French  ship  deposed,  "that  he  struck  to  The  Lark,"  though  at  a 
considerable  distance  at  the  time  of  surrender.  In  consequence  of 
the  representation  of  this  witness.  Captain  Trower  dispossessed  the 
prize  master,  and  put  his  own  men  on  board,  and  communicated 
to  the  admiralty  the  information  on  which  this  proceeding  was 
grounded. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  a  proceeding  in  order  to  deprive  a  privateer 
of  her  letter  of  marque,  in  consequence  of  improper  conduct  The 
fact  alleged  is  of  a  very  atrocious  kind,  and  would,  certainly,  if 
proved,  draw  with  it  all  the  consequences  that  have  been  pressed 
against  the  parties.  During  the  contest,  destruction  is  necessary  and 
lawful;  but  it  is  contrary  to  every  principle  of  the  law  of  nations, 
that,  after  the  contest  has  ceased,  hostile  and  destructive  force  should 
still  be  continued.     The  only  thing  that  I  have  to  consider  is,  the 


>  [Reed  r.  Canfiekl,  1  Sumn.  204 ;  Coffin  r.  Jenkins,  3  Story,  112.] 


11  CASES  DETERMINED  IN  THE 

Tho  Mariamne.    5  C.  Rob. 


proof  of  the  fact,  because  the  law  is  laid  down  by  the  Prize  Act, 
which  expressly  inflicts  upon  all  acts  of  cruelty,  the  forfeiture  of  the 
letter  of  marque ;  and  this,  I  consider  to  be  no  more  than  a  formal 
declaration  of  what  was  the  ancient  law  of  the  admiralty. 

On  the  fact  which  the  use  of  this  unnecessary  violence  would 
amount  to,  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  in  any  degree  satisfactorily  esta- 
blished. In  the  first  place  it  must  be  considered  as  a  very  unnatural 
conduct,  and  as  such,  it  will  not  unreasonably  require  strong 
[  *  11  ]  •evidence  to  support  the  accusation.  No  advantage  could 
be  derived  from  it ;  on  the  contrary,  it  would  be  likely  to 
produce  great  inconvenience  to  the  parties  themselves,  who  were 
injuring  that  which  was  now  in  their  possession,  and  in  a  certain 
degree  their  property.  It  is  not  very  congenial  to  the  known  prac- 
tice, and  disposition  of  British  sailors.  These  considerations  very 
much  heighten  the  incredibility,  and  call  for  some  very  strong  testi- 
mony to  sustain  the  charge.  All  the  evidence  that  is  produced  on 
that  side  consists  of  the  affidavits  of  three  French  seamen,  and  of  the 
observation  made  by  a  British  officer,  on  the  appearance  of  the 
French  vessel  after  the  capture.  The  French  captain's  deposition  in 
preparatory,  by  no  means  comes  up  to  the  allegation.  He  says, 
"  that  he  struck  to  The  Lark,  at  the  time  when  the  two  luggers  were 
firing  into  his  ship ; "  this  is  a  very  different  thing  from  a  shot  fired 
after  the  surrender  was  clearly  notified  and  understood,  and  can 
never  constitute  a  ground  for  penal  proceedings  against  the  captors. 
The  two  other  witnesses  were  not  examined  till  nearly  three  weeks 
after  the  capture.  They  do  indeed  lay  some  foundation  for  the 
representation  made  by  Captain  Trower.  The  mate  of  The  Lark 
also  states,  in  his  affidavit,  "  that  he  perceived  the  body  of  a  man 
upon  the  deck,  warm  and  with  the  blood  flowing ; "  but  the  effect  of 
this  representation  is  very  much  weakened  by  what  ensued.  It  might 
reasonably  be  expected,  that  the  first  topic  started,  after  the  mate 
came  on  board,  would  have,  been  a  formal  remonstrance  and  com- 
plaint, on  the  part  of  the  master  of  the  French  merchantman,  against 
such  conduct.  But  not  a  word  passed  upon  the  subject; 
[  *12  ]  nothing  transpires  till  after  some  time  had  *  elapsed,  and, 
after  an  altercation  had  taken  place  between  Captain  Trower 
and  the  master  of  the  privateer,  respecting  the  possession  of  the  ves- 
sel. It  seems,  that  the  French  master  was  ambitious  to  strike  to  a 
king's  ship,  agreeably  to  what  we  have  seen  in  other  cases  of  a  pre- 
vailing ^  vanity  of  this  kind.     They  prefer  a  submission  to  a  more 


^  Instances  of  a  similar  prejudice  occur  in  proceedings  in  the  earlier  part  of  the 
ast  century. 
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splendid  victor.  He  says,  "  that  he  could  have  escaped  the  privateer, 
if  yhe  Lark  had  not  cut  off  his  retreat  into  a  French  port."  Of  that 
there  may  be  reason  to  doubt  However,  The  Lark  came  in  sight ; 
the  privateers,  which  had  been  chasing  for  some  time,  and  before 
The  L#ark  came  in  sight,  got  first  on  board,  as  they  had  a  perfect 
right  to  do.  It  must  not  be  imagined  that  there  is,  in  this  respect, 
any  difference  between  a  king's  ship  and  a  privateer.  They  are  both 
engaged  in  the  same  contest ;  they  both  represent  the  public  force  of 
the  country,  and  are  both  armed  with  public  authority.  The  pri- 
Tateer  coming  up  first  had  a  right  to  take  possession,  and  if  resist- 
ance had  been  offered  by  the  French  captain,  it  would  have  justified 
any  violent  consequences  that  might  have  ensued.  The  enemy  has 
not  a  liberty  of  choosing  to  whom  he  will  surrender;  when  the  sur- 
render is  once  compelled,  he  is  bound  to  submit  to  the  first  armed 
cruiser  that  comes  up.  Considering  the  temper  displayed  by  the 
French  master,  and  seeing  that  his  testimony  is  positively  contra- 
dicted by  other  parts  of  his  own  crew,  (who  have  united  in 
an  affidavit,  stating,  "that  the  person  •supposed  to  have  [  *  13  ] 
been  »hot  after  the  surrender,  had  in  fact  fallen  some  time 
before,  and  during  the  engagement,")  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  by 
no  means  satisfactorily  proved,  that  an  act  was  committed,  which 
would  not  only  produce  the  penal  consequences  alluded  to,  the  for- 
feiture of  the  letter  of  marque,  but  would  also  fix  a  stigma  on  the 
parties  for  life.  At  the  same  time,  I  impute  no  blame  to  Captain 
Trower;  he  has  acted  with  an  honorable  zeal  for  the  credit  of  the 
public  ser\'ice,  on  the  representation  of  the  French  master.  Had  he 
enjoyed  a  better  opportunity  of  weighing  all  the  evidence  together,  he 
would,  perhaps,  have  found  reason  to  form  a  different  conclusion. 
There  is  no  reason,  however,  to  impute  the  least  degree  of  blame  to 
him ;  neither  do  I  think  that  the  admonition  called  for,  to  the  king's 
officers,  is  rendered  necessary,  by  any  disposition  shown  in  this  case, 
to  arrogate  to  themselves  ail  prizes  made  in  their  presence,  to  the 
exclusion  of  private  ships  of  war,  that  may  happen  to  be  the  actual 
captors.  The  officers  of  king's  ships  must  understand,  and  doubt- 
less do  understand,  that  they  have  no  authority  to  dispossess  priva- 
teers. Such  vessels  are  duly  commissioned,  and  represent  the  public 
authority.  The  king  has  been  pleased  to  communicate  his  bounty 
to  them,  and  they  stand  generally,  with  respect  to  an  interest  in  prize, 
on  the  same  footing,  as  other  parts  of  the  public  force  of  the  coun- 
try. With  regard  to  the  charge  alleged,  I  pronounce  it  not  to  be 
made  out,  and  dismiss  the  parties. 
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^ 

[  •  14  ]  *  The  Jonge  Arend,  Knowles. 

October  6,  1803. 

license,  for  importation  from  the  enemy  on  board  a  nentral  ship,  vitiated  by  the  ship  being 

British  property.* 

This  was  a  question  respecting  the  effect  of  a  license,  which  had 
been  obtained  by  British  subjects,  for  the  importation  of  sundry  arti- 
cles, from  the  port  of  the  enemy,  "  in  neutral  ships;"  whether  it  was 
to  be  extended  to  the  protection  of  such  a  trade  carried  on  in  a  British 
ship.  The  vessel  sailing  under  Prussian  colors,  and  was  claimed  for 
Mr.  Abegg,  of  Embden. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  mere  question  of  property  as  to  the 
character  of  the  ship,  since  the  license  being  for  importation  on  board 
a  neutral  ship  cannot  afford  protection,  if  this  vessel  is  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  British  ship.  There  are  many  reasons  why  government 
might  not  be  disposed  to  permit  British  ships  to  trade  with  the 
enemy,  at  the  same  time,  that  a  communication  in  neutral  bottoms 
might  be  allowed.  It  would  be  infinitely  too  much  for  this  court  to 
take  upon  itself  to  say  that,  because  government  has  admitted  the 
one,  the  other  is  to  be  taken  as  virtually  included.  By  all  the  evi- 
dence it  appears  that  this  is  a  British  ship.  The  trade  which  has 
been  carried  on  is,  therefore,  neither  protected  by  the  reason  nor  by 
the  terms  of  the  license ;  and  the  property  must  be  pronounced  sub- 
ject to  condemnation. 


1  [For  cases  respecting  the  proper  national  character  of  the  ship  under  a  license, 
see  The  Dankbarheit,  1  Dod.  187;  The  Gute  Iloffnung,  1  Dod.  251 ;  The  Bennet, 
1  Dod.  181 ;  The  Bourse,  1  Edw.  370.] 
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•  Tub  Vrow  Anna  Catharina,  Mahts.^  [  *  15  ] 

October  7,  1803. 

Claim  of  territory,  on  the  part  of  the  gOYemmcnt  of  Portugal,  not  sobstantiatcd  as  to  the 

fart  of  the  place  of  captnre.^ 
[The  rule  against  claims,  in  opposition  to  the  ship^s  papers,  does  not  apply  to  cases  arising 

before  the  war.]  ■ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  and  cargo  docamented  as  Dutch  pro- 
perty, and  captured  on  a  voyage  from  Batavia  to  Amsterdam,  near 
to  the  island  of  St.  Michael.  On  a  representation  made  to  the  Por- 
tuguese government,  that  the  seizure  took  place  within  the  road  or 
bar!>or  of  Saint  Michael,  a  claim  of  territory  was  interposed  by  the 
Portuguese  consul. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  Arnold.  There  is  no  foundation  for 
any  such  claim  on  the  preparatory  depositions.  AH  the  witnesses 
**  represent  the  capture  to  have  been  made  on  the  high  seas,  as  they 
were  making  for  Saint  Michael,  for  water,  within  sight  of  several 
ships  lying  at  anchor  in  the  bay,  at  the  distance  of  about  one  English 
league/'  The  second  witness  says,  "  a  little  more  than  a  league ; " 
and  the  third  witness,  "  about  three  English  miles."  The  whole  of 
the  preparatory  evidence  gives  a  different  account  of  the  place  of 
capture  from  what  is  now  endeavored  to  be  represented  as  within 
the  roadi^tead,  and  whilst  the  ship  was  lying  at  anchor  in  the  port  of 
Saint  Michael.  To  admit  other  evidence  on  this  point,  that  has  no 
foundation  laid  for  it  in  the  original  case,  would  be  extremely  dan- 
gerous and  unusual.  It  is,  therefore,  hoped  that  the  court  will  pro- 
nounce this  claim  to  be  entirely  unsustainable,  and  reject  it  with 

costs. 

On  the  other  side,  the  Kinff's  Advocate  and  Laurence.     The  dia- 
tance  stated  in  the  deposition  is  not  greater  than  the  ordi- 
nary extension  ascribed  to  territory  by  •  the  law  of  nations  ;  [  16  •  ] 
all  that  is  said  is,  that  the  capture  was  made  on  the  high 


1  [AfGnned  on  appeal,  December  15, 1805.] 

'  [Thf  Twee  Gebrooders,  3  C.  Rob.  165,  336 ;  The  Eliza  Ann,  1  DocL  350 ;  The 
Anna,  5  C.  Rob.  373 ;  The  King  r.  Forty-nine  casks  of  brandy,  3  IIaj!g.  Adm.  R.  289; 
Soalt  r.  L'Africaine,  Bce*s  R.  204  ;  The  Arrogante  I^rceloncs,  7  Wheat  496 ;  Tlic 
Saata  Maria,  6  Wheat.  490 ;  The  Monte  Allegro,  7  Wheat.  520.] 

'  [Sec  The  PrinccM,  2  C.  Rob.  49,  note.] 
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seas,  and  near  to  Saint  Michael's.  This  description  is  by  no  means 
incompatible  with  the  fact,  of  its  being  within  the  protection  of  land. 
Unless  the  evidence  is  clearly  contradictory  to  the  representation  of 
the  claim,  the  court  would  not,  in  a  case  of  this  description,  shut  out 
the  farther  evidence  which  is  now  proposed  to  be  offered,  in  the  letter 
of  the  Dutch  consul  at  Saint  Michael's,  and  the  protest  entered  by 
the  master  at  the  time ;  from  which  evidence  it  will  appear,  at  least, 
that  this  is  not  an  ex  post  facto  suggestion,  but  one  arising  out  of  the 
impression  of  the  parties  upon  the  spot. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  sanctity  of  a  claim  of  territory  is  undoubt- 
edly very  high.  The  court  is  at  all  times  very  much  disposed  to  pay 
attention  to  claims  of  this  species,  and  to  none  more  readily  than  to 
those  which  concern  the  territorial  rights  of  the  state  of  Portugal. 
When  the  fact  is  established,  it  overrules  every  other  consideration. 
The  capture  is  done  Sway ;  the  property  must  be  restored,  notwith- 
standing that  it  may  actually  belong  to  the  enemy ;  ^  and  if  the 
captor  should  appear  to  have  erred  wilfully,  and  not  merely  through 
ignorance,  he  would  be  subject  to  farther  punishment 

It  is  to  be  remembered,  however,  at  the  same  time,  that  it  is  a 
point  on  which  foreign  states  are  extremely  liable  to  be  misinformed 
and  abused,  by  the  interested  representations  of  those  who  are  anx- 
ious to  catch  at  their  protection.     The  claim  of  territory,  is,  there- 
fore, to  be  taken  as  a  matter  stricli  juris^  and  to  be  made 
[  *  17  ]   •  out  by  clear  and  unimpeached  evidence.     The  right  of 
seizing  the  property  of  the  enemy  is  a  right  which  extends, 
generally   speaking,   universally,  wherever  that   property  is   found. 
The  protection  of  neutral  territory  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
only ;  it  is  not,  therefore,  to  be  considered  as  disrespectful  to  any 
government,  that  the  fact  on  which  such  claims  are  founded  should 
be  accurately  examined. 

In  this  particular  instance,  it  is,  I  think,  very  evident  that  some 
kind  of  misrepresentation  has  been  practised  upon  the  government 
of  Portugal ;  since  there  is  the  widest  difference  between  the  depo- 
sitions of  the  captured  crew  and  the  claim  that  is  now  offered,  on 
the  part  of  the  Portuguese  consul,  for  this  ship,  as  lying  within  the 
roadstead  of  Saint  Michael.  In  the  affidavit,  which  has  been  rather 
irregularly  brought  in,  the  utmost  that  is  now  averred  is,  "  that  the 
ship  was  preparing  to  anchor;  that  the  crew  were  clearing  the  ship;" 


1  [Unless  the  captured  vessel  commenced  the  hostilities.    The  Anne,  3  Wheat  435.] 
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which,  everybody  knows,  is  an  act  usaally  done  previous  to  the 
actual  arrival  in  port  This  account,  however,  is  very  little  conform- 
able to  the  original  depositions,  which  represent  the  capture  to  have 
taken  place  about  a  league,  or  a  little  more  than  a  league,  from  the 
ships  at  anchor  in  the  bay.  On  this  evidence  no  doubt  could  be  enter- 
tained. Then  what  is  since  offered  ?  The  affidavit  represents  the 
distance  only  as  within  three  quarters  of  a  German  mile.  The 
utmost  extent  which  is  given  to  this  immunity,  even  in  books,  is 
confined  to  about  three  English  miles  ;  so  that,  at  last,  the  represent- 
ation is  nearly  to  the  utmost  extent  of  the  limits  prescribed  for 
claims  of  this  kind,  supposing  the  measure  to  be  minutely  ascer- 
tained. If  the  fact  had  been,  that  the  privateer  had  made  this  cap- 
ture in  a  neutral  port,  or  whilst  lying  in  harbor,  as  was 
done  •  in  some  of  the  ports  in  the  north,  with  a  view  of  [  *  18  ] 
making  that  harbor  an  habitual  station  for  captures,  I 
tbouid  have  concurred  in  reprobating  such  a  practice  in  the  strongest 
terms ;  but  if,  whilst  a  privateer  is  accidentally  lying  there,  she  sees  an 
enemy  approaching,  she  may  go  otit  and  capture,  I  conceive,  with- 
out any  violation  of  the  peace  or  immunity  of  the  neutral  port,  pro- 
vided this  is  done  beyond  the  limits  of  the  port  If  this  had  been  a 
proceeding  originally  instituted  by  the  government  of  Portugal,  on 
the  suggestion  of  the  officers  of  that  government,  who  had  witnessed 
the  transaction  on  the  spot,  and  had  immediately  put  forward  their 
rcmon:itrauces,  as  happened  in  some  Danish  claims,  there  might  be 
ground  for  admitting  a  further  investigation  of  the  charge.  But  it  is 
DOW  exhibited  only  on  the  representation  made  by  the  Dutch  consul 
at  Saint  Michael,  who  may  naturally  be  supposed  to  be  not  unwil- 
ling to  extend  to  his  countrymen  any  protection  that  it  might  be  in 
his  |)ower  to  afford.  Under  these  circumstances  the  claim  of  terri- 
tory, being  altogether  contradicted  by  the  preparatory  evidence,  must 
be  rejected. 

On  the  merits,  it  was  contended  —  That  all  the  documents,  as 
well  as  the  depositions  of  the  Dutch  crew,  described  the  cargo  to 
belong  to  Dutch  merchants,  and  it  was  prayed  that  the  court  would 
condemn  the  ship  and  cargo,  as  Dutch  property. 

On  the  other  side  —  A  claim  was  offered  for  A.  B.,  a  neutral  mer- 
chant, setting  forth  his  interest  in  the  cargo,  under  a  sub-contract 
made  to  him  by  the  Dutch  merchant,  who  was  the  original  pur- 
chaser in  the  contract  with  the  Dutch  East  India  Com- 
pany ;  and  it  was  *  contended  that  the  rule  of  not  admit-  [  *  19  ] 
ting  claims,  in  opposition  to  the  original  papers  and  depo- 

TOL.   T.  2 
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sitions,  was  a  rule  arising  out  of  the  relations  of  war,  and  was  not  to 
be  applied  to  a  transaction  which  took  place  altogether  in  time  of 
peace. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  I  have  never  understood  that  the  role  against  the 
admission  of  claims,  which  stand  in  entire  opposition  to  the  papers 
and  to  the  preparatory  examinations,  was  applicable  to  cases  arising 
before  the  war.  There  may  be  private  reasons  to  induce  merchants 
to  trade  under  borrowed  names,  and  to  suppress  the  exact  representa- 
tion of  the  property.  In  time  of  war,  the  rule  is  certainly  otherwise ; 
as  it  would  open  a  door  to  fraud  in  an  incalculable  extent,  if  persons 
were  not  required  to  describe  their  property  with  perfect  fairness. 
The  interests  of  a  third  party  interpose,  and  call  upon  them  so  to  do. 
It  is  not  any  relaxation  of  the  rule,  therefore,  to  admit  such  a  claim 
for  property  shipped  and  purchased,  as  it  is  asserted,  in  time  of  pro- 
found peace.  In  Mr.  Allwood's  case,^  the  same  distinction  was 
recognized ;  and,  indeed,  the  objection  has  never,  to  my  knowledge, 
been  held  to  be  a  decisive  objection,  as  applied  to  such  cases.  I 
shall  admit  the  claim,  and  give  the  parties  an  opportunity  of  ena- 
bling me  to  form  a  better  judgment  of  this  transaction,  by  showing 
what  was  the  particular  nature  of  this  contract^ 


[  •  20  ]  •  The  Phcenix,  Wildeboer. 

Noyember  2,  1803. 

Produce  of  the  claimants'  estate,  in  the  colonies  of  the  enemj,  subject  to  condemnatioii, 
though  it  be  bond  Jide  the  property  of  claimants  personally  domiciled  in  neutral  coun- 
tries.' 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim,  given  on  behalf  of  persons  in  Gter- 
many,  for  property  taken  on  a  voyage  firom  Surinam  to  Holland,  and 
described  to  be  the  produce  of  their  estates  in  Surinam. 


1  The  Superb,  6th  August,  1800,  Lords. 
'  This  property  was  afterwards  restored.     Vide  infra^  161. 
«  [The  Dree  Gebroeders,  4  C.  Bob.  235 ;  The  Yrow  Anna  Catharina,  5  C.  Rob. 
167.] 
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On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King's  Advocate  relied  on  this  cir- 
camstapce,  that  the  articles  in  question  were  described  as  the  produce 
of  the  claimants'  estates  in  the  colony  of  Surinam ;  and  contended 
that  it  was  an  established  principle  of  the  Prize  Court,  that  such 
property  was  to  be  considered  under  the  national  character  of  the 
parent  state. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  Whatever  may  have 
been  the  strict  principle  of  law  in  former  times  and  on  ordinary  occa- 
sions, as  to  the  produce  of  the  claimants'  plantations  in  the  enemy's 
cclonjj  the  circumstances  of  the  present  times  afford  a  reasonable 
ground  of  distinction.  This  colony  had  very  lately  been  in  British 
possession ;  and  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  that  provides  for  its  restitu- 
tion to  Holland,  stipulates,  at  the  same  time,  that  all  persons  should 
have  three  years  to  remove  their  effects.  This  may  reasonably  be 
considered  as  a  sufficient  ground  of  equity  to  prevent  the  inhabitants, 
of  any  class,  from  being  instantaneously  implicated  in  the  war ;  and 
sboold  at  least  entitle  them  to  some  time  for  deliberation,  and  for 
withdrawing  themselves  and  their  property. 

•  Judgment.  [  *  21  ] 

Sib  W.  Scott.  If  the  claimants  had  averred  that  they  made 
their  establishment  at  Surinam,  during  the  time  whilst  the  colony 
was  under  British  possession,  the  question  would  have  arisen  whe- 
ther the  terms  of  the  treaty,  which  ^e  very  general,  and  not  confined 
to  British  settlements  only,  should  be  construed  to  apply  to  the  pro- 
perty of  all  ^  persons  making  their  establishment  there  during  that 
period.  It  is  not  averred  that  the  claimants  had  become  possessed 
of  these  plantations  during  that  time.  They  only  say  that  the  plan- 
tations had  fallen  to  them  by  descent  and  devolution  of  the  estate 
of  a  person  in  Holland.  Certainly  nothing  can  be  more  decided 
and  fixed  as  the  principle  of  this  court  and  of  the  Supreme  Court,' 
upon  very  solemn  arguments  there,  that  the  possession  of  the  soil 
does  impress  upon  the  owner  the  character  of  the  country,  as  far  as 
the  produce  of  that  plantation  is  concerned,  in  its  transportation  to 
any  other  country,  whatever  the  local  residence  of  the  owner  may  be. 
This  has  been  so  repeatedly  decided,  both  in  this  and  in  the  Superior 
Conrt,  that  it  is  no  longer  open  to  discussion.  No  question  can  be 
made  upon  the  point  of  law  at  this  day.     In  the  present  case,  the 


» Infra,  Diana,  [p.  60.] 

*  IfaMtoom,  Joffrow  Cathsrina,  and  other  cases,  Lords,  1783. 
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estates  are  described  to  have  been  acquired  by  descent ;  and,  as  such, 
they  are  by  no  means  marked  out  as  entitled  to  any  favorable  dis- 
tinction. If  they  had  been  a  late  acquisition,  there  might  have  been 
room  for  the  supposition  that  they  had  been  acquired  whilst  the 
place  was  in  British  possession,  and  that  the  owner  had  been 
induced,  by  that  circumstance,  to  form  an  establishment  there,  under 

the  faith  and  protection  of  the  British  government  Hav- 
[  •  22  ]  ing  fallen  by  descent  on  *  these  persons,  from  their  ancestors 

in  Holland,  these  plantations  must  be  considered  to  carry 
with  them  the  disadvantages,  as  well  as  the  advantages,  of  the  Dutch 
character.  Nothing  is  averred  respecting  the  time  of  possession,  and, 
therefore,  the  question  in  the  treaty  cannot  arise.  As  the  produce  of 
the  claimants'  own  plantation,  in  the  colony  of  the  enemy,  this  pro- 
perty must  fall  under  the  general  law,  and  be  pronounced  subject  to 
condemnation. 


The  Planter's  Wensch,  Toll. 

December  IS,  1803. 

Claim  on  the  part  of  the  Batavian  repablic,  under  the  asserted  protection  of  a  license 
granted  by  the  British  government,  October,  1801,  rejected;  the  license  not  being  held 
applicable  to  the  case  of  a  new  war. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim  made  for  property,  avowedly  Dutch, 
by  a  person  represented  as  an  accredited  agent  of  the  Batavian 
republic.  The  claim  was  given  for  the  ship,  and  for  parts  of  the 
cargo,  as  sailing  under  a  license  granted  by  the  British  government, 
October,  1801. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinson, 
This  claim  is  given  for  a  Dutch  ship,  sailing  under  Dutch  colors, 
from  Demarara  to  Amsterdam,  and  seized  (May,  1803,)  prior  to  hos- 
tilities against  Holland.  It  is  claimed  as  protected,  generally,  by  the 
treaty  of  Amiens ;  and,  secondly,  in  a  more  spScific  manner,  by  the 
license  which  was  on  board.  The  license  is  dated  October,  1801, 
and  expresses  a  permission  for  this  vessel  to  sail  from  Amsterdam  to 
Demarara,  in  the  ensuing  April,  in  pursuance  of  the  preliminaries  of 

peace.  It  was  granted  between  the  signing  of  the  pre- 
[  *23  ]  liminary  articles  and  the  definitive  •treaty,  and  must,  in  its 

obvious  intent,  have  been  designed  only  to  enable  Dutch 
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vessels  to  go  to  the  Dutch  settlements,  whilst  still  under  the  domi- 
nion of  this  country,  prior  to  the  surrender  that  was  expected  to  take 
place  on  the  return  of  peace ;  and  under  an  understanding,  (as  it  has 
been  reported,)  that  the  Dutch  government  would  license  an  equal 
number  of  English  vessels  to  go  there  after  the  signing  of  the  treaty, 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  away  British  settlers  and  their  property. 
Whatever  might  be  the  understanding  of  the  two  governments  as  to 
that  last  article,  which  was  afterwards  refused  to  be  carried  into 
effect,  it  cannot  be  contended  that  a  license  granted  at  this  time, 
nirith  reference  either  to  the  war  which  was  just  on  the  point  of  being 
concluded,  or  to  the  expected  state  of  peace,  should  be  construed  to 
extend  to  the  protection  of  Dutch  property  against  the  events  of  a 
future  war.  Under  what  views  could  such  an  intention  be  ascribed 
to  government  ?  The  disposition  of  this  country  towards  Holland, 
with  reference  to  past  events,  might  be  well  known,  and  capable  of 
being  minutely  appreciated.  But  who  could  foresee  how  that  dispo- 
sition might  stand  affected  in  the  event  of  a  new  war?  What 
ground  of  assurance  could  there  be,  if  a  future  war  is  to  be  supposed 
to  have  been  in  contemplation,  that  it  might  not  arise  in  conse- 
quence of  some  provocation  on  the  part  of  Holland  ?  It  cannot  be 
maintained,  as  a  sound  interpretation  of  this  license,  that  it  could  be 
supposed  to  apply  to  the  contingency  of  a  new  war. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Swabey.  This  is  a  cap- 
ture made  before  hostilities,  and,  as  such,  it  will  not  *  vest  [  *  24  ] 
an  interest  primarily  in  the  captor,  but  in  the  king.  If, 
therefore,  any  doubt  should  be  entertained,  respecting  the  intention 
and  legal  effect  of  the  license  under  which  this  vessel  was  sailing,  it 
may  be  a  case  more  fit  to  be  referred  to  the  liberal  and  merciful  con- 
sideration of  his  Majesty.  The  intention  of  the  Ucense  was  very 
different,  as  it  is  understood  by  the  claimant,  from  the  construction 
pot  upon  it  by  the  captors.  It  was  granted  during  an  uncertain 
state  of  negotiation  between  the  two  countries,  and  with  a  design 
that,  if  that  ambiguous  situation  of  affairs  should  again  terminate  in 
war,  it  might  serve  for  the  protection  of  the  vessel  sailing  under  it 
Whether  it  might  be  fairly  construed  to  extend  to  hostilities  entirely 
new,  and  independent  of  the  negotiation  which  was  then  going  on, 
it  may  not  be  necessary  to  inquire.  Since  the  present  war  has 
arisen  out  of  the  inefficacy  and  inexecution  of  that  treaty,  the  state 
of  afEurs  between  the  two  countries  is  rather  to  be  considered  in 
the  same  light  as  if  the  former  hostilities  had  never  ceased,  and  this 
Uoense  as  still  operative  for  the  protection  of  the  vessel  during  the 
▼ojage  on  which  she  was  captured.    That  the  license  had  this  pros- 

2* 
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pective  view  to  a  renewal  of  hostilities,  and  that  it  was  not  granted 
with  reference  only  to  the  restrictions  of  the  colonial  system,  is  evi- 
dent from  the  terms  in  which  it  is  addressed  :  —  "To  all  admirals, 
vice-admirals,  cruisers,"  &c.  The  parties  are,  therefore,  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  its  protection  from  a  captmre,  which  is  rather  to  be  con- 
sidered as  an  act  under  the  continuation  of  former  hostilities,  than  as 
proceeding  from  a  new  war. 

[  ^25  ]  •Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  claim  is  given  by  a  Mr.  Apostol, 
who  is  described  as  the  commercial  agent  of  the  Batavian  republic, 
though  it  is  not  very  easy  to  understand  how  that  character,  spring- 
ing out  of  the  pacific  relations  of  the  two  countries,  can  now  exist  in 
a  time  of  war.  Waving,  however,  all  objection  to  the  political 
description  of  this  gentleman,  I  will  consider  the  nature  of  the  claim, 
and  the  ground  on  which  it  is  defended.  It  is  represented  as  sus- 
tainable under  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  and  on  the  special  license 
which  has  been  produced.  As  to  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  the  ail- 
ment on  that  head  would  amount  to  this,  that  all  property  taken 
before  the  actual  declaration  of  future  hostilities  should  be  protected 
by  it,  —  a  position  which  it  is,  in  my  opinion,  impossible  to  main- 
tain. The  second  ground  is  that  of  the  license  ;  a  protection  which, 
if  it  could  be  shown  to  apply  to  this  class  of  cases,  would  be  entitled 
to  the  greatest  respect,  and  would  certainly  meet  with  every  disposi- 
tion, on  the  part  of  the  court,  to  give  it  due  effect  The  license  was 
granted  in  October,  1801,  to  empower  this  vessel,  being  a  Dutch 
ship,  to  go  to  the  colony  of  Demarara,  thjen  in  British  possession,  but 
intended  to  be  restored  to  the  Batavian  republic,  under  the  treaty 
then  in  contemplation.  Whilst  the  island  was  in  British  possession, 
it  was  certainly  an  indulgence  to  allow  Dutch  vessels  to  sail  with  ' 
this  destination,  on  which  they  could  not  have  ventured  without  the 
special  protection  of  a  license.  It  must  be  recollected,  also,  that  it 
was  granted  during  the  pendency  of  the  negotiation,  whilst  it  was 
uncertain  whether  hostilities  might  not  be  renewed,  and 
[  •  26  ]  whilst  it  was  *  probable  that  the  cruisers  then  in  commis- 
sion might  retain  their  legal  authority  to  seize ;  and,  there- 
fore, the  terms  of  the  license  are,  I  think,  to  be  referred  to  the  state 
and  condition  of  affairs,  as  they  were  at  that  time  existing.  All 
those  prospects  of  renewed  hostility  certainly  ceased  ;  and  although 
the  train  of  events  has  led  to  fresh  hostilities,  the  court  cannot  con- 
sider them  as  the  revival  of  old  hostilities,  but  as  a  war  de  novo. 
The  former  war  was  absolutely  concluded  by  a  total  and  entire 
peace,  which  was  recognized  by  the  legislature,  and  by  which  I  am 
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bonnd  to  look  upon  that  war  as  being  as  effectually,  in  all  legal 
consideration,  buried  in  oblivion  and  extinguished,  as  any  hostilities 
of  any  anterior  times  of  the  world.  It  does  not  become  me  to  spe- 
culate upon  the  causes  of  the  present  war,  nor  to  consider  how  far  it 
may  be  supposed  to  originate  out  of  the  seeds  of  those  hostilities 
which  bad  been  formally  terminated.  Peace  having  been  concluded, 
this  license  was  necessarily  done  away  and  destroyed,  having  no 
subject-matter  to  act  upon.  At  the  time  of  seizure,  therefore,  this 
Teasel  was  to  be  considered  on  the  ordinary  footing  of  other  Dutch 
ships. 

This  appears  to  me  to  be  the  legal  view  of  the  question.     Whe- 
ther any  thing  has  passed  between  the  government  of  this  country 
and  the  Batavian  republic,  that  should  entitle  the  claimants  to  con- 
tend for  restitution  under  a  capture  of  the  present  war,  is  for  the 
consideration  of  those  who  have  to  advise  his  Majesty  as  to  the  poli- 
tical relations  of  the  state.     If  any  such  pledge  has  been  given,  it 
will,  I  doubt  not,  be  redeemed  with  that  good  faith  which  has 
always  marked  the  proceedings  of  the  British  government 
It  is  sufficient  for  me  to  say  that  nothing  is  produced  *  to  [  *  27  ] 
the  view  of  this  court  that  can,  in  fair  legal  interpretation, 
have  the  effect  of  distinguishing  this  vessel  from  other  Dutch  pro- 
perty taken  prior  to  hostilities,  or  that  can  protect  it  from  the  just 
effect  of  capture,  made  in  contemplation  of  the  war  which  is  now 
actually  existing. 


The  Fortuna,  Rhode. 

Norember  4,  1803. 

Blocktde  of  the  We<er.    Excme  of  want  of  proTbions,  and  unfavorable  winds,  how  con- 

lidered.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  bound  ostensibly  from  Stettin  to  Bre- 
men, but  seized  and  proceeded  against  for  a  violation  of  the  blockade 
of  the  Wescr. 


'  [Ai  to  breach  of  blockade  through  necessity  ox  distress,  see  The  Ilurtige  Hane, 
S  a  Bobu  124;  The  ChiwtiaDflberg,  6  C.  Rob.  376 ;  The  Charlotta,  1  £dw.  25S ;  The 
E&abelh,  1  Edw.  198.] 
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Court,  of  London,  for  a  portion  of  this  cargo,  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
Batavia  to  Holland,  as  purchased  under  a  subcontract  with  Voute  & 
Co.^  of  Amsterdann,  who  had  originally  contracted  with  the  Dutch 
Eaj?t  India  Company  for  the  purchase  and  importation  of  a  large 
quantity  of  Batavian  produce  into  Holland. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Arnold. 
In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  *  claim  is  against  [  *  29  ] 
all  the  evidence,  since  the  whole  cargo  is  represented  in  the 
9hip>  papers,  and  also  in  the  depositions,  as  Dutch  property.  But 
the  very  nature  of  the  contract,  which  is  now  represented  to  have 
been  made,  would  subject  those  goods  to  be  considered  in  a  Dutch 
character,  whoever  might  be  the  holder  of  the  real  interest  in  them. 
It  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  Dutch  colonial  produce,  under  a  stipu- 
lation that  it  shall  be  imported  into  Holland  in  Dutch  ships,  be  depo- 
sited in  the  company's  warehouses,  and  sold  at  their  sales,  bearing 
from  these  circumstances  every  mark  of  Dutch  property,  and  of 
Dutch  commerce  throughout.  As  against  the  claim  of  British  mer- 
chants, there  is  also  this  farther  objection,  which  is,  itself,  paramount 
and  fatal,  that  on  the  part  of  British  merchants,  it  is  a  trade  directly 
in  violation  of  the  East  India  Company's  charter,^  which  prohibits 
Bnti>h  subjects  from  trading  beyond  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  unless 
under  a  license  from  the  company. 

CoiRT.  I  should  wish  the  defence  to  be  directed  chiefly  to  that 
point,  because,  unless  I  am  satisfied  on  that,  other  considerations 
may  be  superfluous. 

On   this  point,   Laurence  and   Stcabet/,     The  acts  of  parliament 
which  have  been  made,  from  time  to  time,  for  thp  protection  of  the 
Ea.-t   India  Company's  privileges,  and  are  consolidated  in  the  late 
art,  IW  G.  3,  c.  52,  are  by  no  means  to  be  applied  to  such  a  case  as 
th*'  present     They  forbid  a  trade  to  the  East  Indies,  which  must  be 
nnd<Tstood  of  a  transaction  of  persons  going  or  sending  goods  to  that 
qunrtrr  of  the  world  to  barter,  or  purchase  for  their  own 
•account.     This  is  merely  a  contract  for  the  delivery  of  cer-  [  *  30  ] 
tain  coods  in  Europe,  which  were  to  be  paid  for  in  Europe. 
The  clause  of  the  act  of  parliament  which  is  referred  to,  is  confined 
to  such  trading  as  is  contrary  to  that  act ;  from  which  we  may  infer 
that  it  is  not  all  trading  to  those  parts,  but  only  such  as  is  contrary 


1  33  G.  3,  c.  52,  §  62. 
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to  the  intention  of  that  act,  that  is  to  be  deemed  illegal.  Then  what 
was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  ?  It  was  apparently  to  prohibit 
such  traffic  as  was  connected  with'British  navigation,  since  the  penal 
clause  always  begins  by  enumerating  the  forfeiture  of  the  ship^ 
amongst  the  penalties  attaching  on  the  offence  described  by  that  act ; 
and  the  words  point  rather  to  those  personally  engaged  in  such  trade, 
than  to  persons  contracting  for  a  part  of  such  goods  when  brought  to 
Europe.  The  words  of  the  act  are,  "  shall  sail  to,  visit,  haunt,  fre- 
quent, trade,  traffic,  or  adventure  to." 

In  reply,  it  was  said,  that  one  condition  of  the  original  contract 
was,  that  part  of  the  payment  should  be  made  in  Batavia,  and  in  a 
certain  proportion  in  European  goods,  and  that  other  goods  shall  be 
brought  to  Holland.  That  such  a  trade  came  strictly  under  the 
terms  trafficking  or  adventuring  to,  both  on  the  part  of  the  original 
contractor,  and  also  of  those  who  take  a  subordinate  share  in  the 
speculation. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  case  stands  on  the  admission  of  a  claim, 
on  the  part  of  British  merchants,  for  property  acquired  under 
[  •  31  ]  the  contract  which  has  been  before  *  described.     I  shall  con- 
sider it  with  respect  to  British  merchants  only ;  as  particular 
considerations  applying  to  their  case,  may  make  it  unnecessary  for 
the  present  to  enter  into  the  other  parts  of  the  argument,  which  are 
of  wide  extent,  and  may  perhaps  be  brought  forward  again,  in  the 
claims  of  neutral  merchants.    The  original  contract,  which  was  made 
between  Voute  and  the  Dutch  East  India  Company,  for  want  of 
means  to  continue  their  own  trade,  stipulates,  that  the  goods  should 
be  brought  to  Holland,  subject  to  all  the  regulations  of  the  company 
in  Europe;  and  with  a  view  of  facilitating  this  project  by  increasing 
the  capital,  a  permission  is  given  to  the  original  contractors,  to  parcel 
out  and  distribute  a  share  of  this  contract  to  others.     Under  this 
power  it  is  that  British  merchants  have  been  let  in  to  partake  in  this 
speculation,  as  merchants  call  it.     That  this  is  a  trading  contract 
cannot  be  denied.     It  is  a  trading  adventure  in  the  most  plain  terms; 
and  it  has  strongly  impressed  itself  on  my  understanding,  that  those 
who  are  let  in  to  any  share  of  the  undertaking,  stand  on  the  same 
*  ground  as  the  original  contractors ;  and  that  if  it  is  a  trading  adven- 
ture on  the  part  of  the  original  holders,  it  must  be  equally  so  on  the 


.  1  Section  129. 
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part  of  those  who  come  in  to  take  a  part  with  them.  If  I  am  right 
in  this  view  of  the  matter,  the  only  question  will  be,  Whether  it  is 
not  such  a  trade  as  falls  directly  under  the  prohibitions  of  the  act  of 
parliament?  Under  the  evident  policy  of  the  act,  it  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  trade,  in  which  a  British  merchant  could  not  be  at  liberty  to 
engage ;  and  the  terms,  in  which  the  act  is  framed,  seem  to  me  to 
apply  with  great  propriety  to  transactions  of  this  nature. 
It  is,  surely,  no  •reasonable  ground  of  objection,  that  parti-  [  *  32  ] 
cular  clauses  begin  by  enumerating  ships,  amongst  the  things 
specifically  subjected  to  confiscation.  There  is  no  inconsistency 
under  the  large  interpretation  which  is,  according  to  my  apprehen- 
sion, to  be  given  to  the  policy  of  this  act,  that  where  ships  are  sent, 
they  should  be  pronounced  subject  to  confiscation ;  at  the  same  time 
that^  where  ships  are  not  sent,  these  words  should  not  be  understood 
to  convey  any  limitation  to  the  general  prohibition  of  other  traffic. 
It  appears  to  me,  that  the  employment  of  British  capital,  in  such  a 
rival  trade,  is  that  which  the  policy  of  the  legislature  meant  to  pro- 
hibit. With  this  view  those  acts  were  passed  that  related  to  the 
Ostend  Company,  to  discourage  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
foreign  Oriental  companies,  by  means  of  British  capital  Is  not  this 
trade  of  the  same  nature  ?  Is  it  not,  under  the  distress  of  the  Dutch 
Company,  to  create  a  diversion  of  British  capital  to  aid  and  assist 
the  company  of  Holland  ?  It  would,  in  my  apprehension,  be  very 
much  in  opposition  to  the  policy  of  the  legislature,  as  well  as  against 
what  I  conceive  to  be  the  literal  prohibitions  of  the  act,  if  I  were  to 
take  upon  myself  to  admit  such  a  claim,  and  thereby  to  fix,  in  any 
degree,  an  interpretation  in  favor  of  such  a  trade. 
Claim  rejected. 


*  The  St.  Juan  Baptista  and  La  Purissima       [  *  33  ] 

Conception. 

Norember  22, 1803. 

Reaistance  to  March,  oot  snbitantUted,  u  a  eriminal  act,  against  ncatral  ahips  sailing  prior 
to  hostilities,  and,  at  the  time  of  sdzare,  ignorant  of  the  war.  [Compensation  awarded  for 
miscuodact  of  captors.^] 

These  were  cases  of  Spanish  ships  detained  under  a  charge  of 


1  [TW  LiTdj,  1  GaU.  315;  The  Corier  llaridmo,  1  C.  Bob.  287,  note ;  Die  Fire 
V  5  C  Bob.  357;  Tbe  Der  liohr,  8  C.  Boh.  129.] 
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boats  approached,  and  according  to  the  preponderancy  of  the  evidencci 
I  think,  without  any  colors  flying.  A  conversation  ensued.  All  the 
witnestses  depose,  and  especially  a  gentleman,  to  whom  I  pay  parti- 
cular attention,  as  a  passenger  who  was  employed  to  act  as  interpre- 
ter on  the  occasion,  ^^  that  on  being  asked  what  they  wanted,  they 
answered,  to  come  on  board ; "  to  which  it  was  replied  from  the  Spa- 
nish vessels,  "  that  if  they  had  any  thing  to  say,  they  might  speak.'* 
Certainly,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  information,  that 
they  .*ihould  have  gone  on  board. 

*  This  conduct  might  reasonably  suggest  to  the  Spanish  [  *  35  ] 
masters  very  just  apprehensions  of  admitting  a  number  of 
armed  men  on  board.     Another  boat  came  up,  and  demanded  to  go 
between  the  two  ships,  which  was  not  permitted,  and  in  my  opinion 
«ueli  caution  was  by  no  means  improper,  till  the  parties  were  satisfied 
th:it  the  business  of  these  boats  was  not  of  a  piratical  nature.     The 
whole  of  this  proceeding  is  surely  as  difierent  as  possible  from  a  case 
of  criminal  resistance  to  a  lawful  cruiser;  since  there  is  no  reason  to 
suppose:  that  the  vessels  knew,  either  that  the  assailants  were  com- 
mi^^ioned  cruisers,  or  that  they  themselves  had  any  neutral  duties  to 
di.^'chiirge.     Nothing  more  passed,  than  that  this  request  to  come  on 
board  was  refused.     There  was  no  refusal  of  papers,  since  it  does  not 
ap^K^ar  that  they  were  ever  demanded.     The  boats,  instead  of  pursu- 
ing their  inquiries  further,  returned  to  their  ship ;  and,  then,  the  Spa- 
ni.-^h  vessels,  certainly,  indicated  a  disposition  to  escape.     On  a  sup- 
{><)>itiun  that  these  visitants  were  piratical  cruisers,  there  was  nothing 
fix*  to  be  done.      Even  if  they  were  known  to  be  commissioned 
cmi^ers,  I  am  not  aware  that  a  mere  attempt  to  escape,  before  any 
p<)^M*>sion  assumed,  has  ever  been  held  to  draw  with  it  the  conse- 
quenres  of  condemnation.     Considerable  stress  has  been  laid  on  what 
passed  in  conversation  with  the  Spanish  masters.     It  is  said,  ^  that 
they  expressed   themselves   apprehensive  of   a  war  with   Spain,  if 
(in*at  Britain  was  at  war  with  France  and  Holland,"  and  therefore  it 
i»  inferred  that  they  had  determined  to  esca|>e,  and  under  a  convic- 
tion that  these  cruisers  were  British  privateers,  acting  under  a  regular 
commission  of  war.     I  cannot  say  that  it  appears  to  me  un- 
natural, that  they  might  suspi^ct  *  the  truth  of  what  was  [  *  36  ] 
told  them,  of  this  country  being  at  war  with  France  and 
Holland,  and  not  with  Spain.     But  what  would  be  the  consequence 
of  such  an  act ;  not  that  they  were  guilty  of  any  violation  of  nea- 
traiity  in  this  attempt  ?     To  support  that  imputation,  they  must  have 
bad  reason  to  suppose  themselves  neutrals,  and  not  eneroiei».     There- 
fore, in  either  point  of  view,  whether  we  suppose  them  to  have  acted 
from  the  original  suspicion  of  the  persons  being  pirates ;  or  reaort  to- 
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their  suspicion  of  a  war  with  Spain,  in  either  ease,  if  the  acts  of 
resistance  had  been  much  stronger  than  they  appear  to  have  been  in 
the  conduct  of  these  parties,  they  would  have  been  acts  of  innocent 
misapprehension  only.  On  this  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  cap- 
tors have  not  sustained  their  charge.  On  the  question  of  property, 
there  is  scarcely  room  for  any  suspicion.  The  ships  are  Spanish 
ships,  and  are  so  admitted  to  be,  coming  from  a  Spanish  colony  to 
their  mother  country.  It  did,  indeed,  occur  in  the  last  war,  that  fo- 
reigners were  sometimes  admitted  to  trade  at  the  Havana;  but  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  case,  in  which  it  appeared  that  the  old  esta- 
blished trade  from  the  colony  to  Spain  was  opened  to  any  but  Spa- 
nish subjects.  If  there  had  been  such  a  relaxation,  however,  it  would 
be  but  reasonable  to  suppose  that,  at  the  restoration  of  peace,  the 
trade  returned  again  to  its  ordinary  channel.  Every  presumption, 
therefore,  is  in  favor  of  the  supposition,  that  the  cargo  belonged  en- 
tirely to  Spanish  subjects.  It  might  happen,  indeed,  that  other  inte- 
rests were  protected  under  cover  of  the  Spanish  name,  and  if  any 
one  stood  forward  to  assert  such  a  fact,  it  would  be  for  the 
[  *  37  ]  court  to  determine  on  the  legal  conseqtiences  of  such  a  *  trans- 
action, and  to  discuss  the  whole  question.  But  here  there 
is  no  such  averment,  nor  any  suggestion  of  any  other  than  Spanish 
interests.  The  masters  would  not  be  required  to  speak  with  the  ut- 
most precision,  as  to  the  property  of  goods  laden  in  time  of  peace ; 
but  these  masters  do  speak  with  full  confidence  of  their  belief,  that  it 
is  Spanish  property,  and  refer  to  the  Spanish  register,  which,  every 
one  knows,  is  an  instrument  of  considerable  solemnity.  On  the 
question  of  property,  then,  as  well  as  on  the  other  question  of  resist- 
ance, I  have  no  doubt  in  decreeing  restitution.  It  remains  only  to 
consider  the  charge  of  improper  conduct,  which  has  been  made 
against  the  captors.  In  the  behavior  and  deportment  of  these  vessels 
there  might,  perhaps,  have  been  just  cause  of  seizure,  and  bringing  in 
for  inquiry ;  but  when  the  facts  had  been  examined,  when  the  pro- 
perty had  been  proved  to  be  Spanish,  and  a  reasonable  explanation 
had  been  given,  of  the  apparent  resistance,  they  ought  to  have  been 
immediately  restored.  There  was,^I  think,  ground  for  inquiry ;  and 
if  that  inquiry  had  been  pursued  in  a  proper  manner,  and  had  termi- 
nated in  proper  time,  I  should  have  held  the  captors  fully  justified  in 
what  they  had  done.  But  the  subsequent  proceeding  here  has  been 
very  different.  The  vessels  were  brought  to  Falmouth  on  the  12th  of 
August;  and  the  first  question  to  be  asked  of  the  captors,  and  to 
which  the  court  is  bound  to  require  a  satisfactory  answer,  is.  Why 
were  no  proceedings  instituted  till  the  12th  of  September?  It  must 
be  understood  by  those  who  arm  themselves  with  the  commission  of 
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their  country,  that  if  they  bring  neutral  ships  into  British 
ports,  the  mast  on  no  *  account  detain  them  there  without  [  *  38  ] 
inquiry.  Grievous  would  be  the  injury  to  neutral  trade,  and 
highly  disgraceful  to  the  honor  of  our  own  country,  if  captors  could 
bring  in  ships  at  their  own  fancy,  and  detain  them  any  length  of  time, 
without  bringing  the  matter  to  the  cognizance  of  a  court  of'  justice. 
In  the  present  instance,  this  first  and  fundamental  duty  has  not  been 
performed.  For  a  whole  month,  the  obligation  of  taking  the  exami- 
nation of  witnesses,  at  the  first  moment,  has  been  disregarded ;  and 
all  the  excuse  offered  is  some  strange  misapprehension  about  the 
want  of  a  qualification  in  the  commissioners  to  examine  a  Spanish 
crew  without  a  Spanish  commission ;  which  might  have  been  instantly 
removed  by  application  to  the  actuary.  The  delay  is,  therefore,  in  the 
first  stage,  imputable  to  the  captors ;  and  if  any  inconvenience  arises 
to  the  neutral  merchants,  it  is  no  answer  to  say,  that  it  was  owing  to 
a  mibtake.  Persons  venturing  to  take  out  a  commission  of  war,  must 
instruct  themselves  in  their  own  duty,  and  if  any  inconvenience  arises 
from  their  neglect,  the  neutral  claimant  is  not  to  suffer.  When  the 
vessel  was  brought  to  Falmouth,  the  agent  went  down  from  London, 
and  instead  of  proceeding,  as  he  ought,  immediately  to  the  examina- 
tion of  witnesses,  he  employed  himself  in  taking  the  affidavits  of  the 
captors.  I  do  not  say  that  such  a  step  was  absolutely  wrong;  it 
might  be  a  proper  precaution ;  but  it  should  have  been  performed  at 
the  same  time,  that  the  more  important  measure  of  taking  the  exa- 
mination was  going  on.  Instead  of  that,  these  affidavits  are  first 
taken ;  ^nd  then  the  agent  demands  the  consent  of  the  Spanish  con- 
sul for  the  examination  of  witnesses ;  a  consent  entirely 
unnecessary,  and  making  *  up  a  scries  of  mistakes  wholly  [  *  39  ] 
incompatible  with  the  degree  of  information  usually  pos- 
sessed on  such  subjects.  It  is  said  that  no  inconvenience  has  arisen 
from  this  proceeding,  since  an  application  was  made  to  the  court  for 
the  bearing  of  the  cause  in  October.  I  see  no  reason  why  it  might 
not  have  been  heard  in  September.  But  when  this  application  was 
made,  it  was  resisted  on  the  part  of  the  captors ;  and  on  the  ground 
that  it  would  be  necessary  for  them  to  introduce  affidavits  as  to  the 
resistance.  Why  were  these  affidavits  not  taken  before?  I  see 
nothing  in  this  question  on  which  the  affidavits  of  all  concerned 
might  not  have  been  taken  at  first,  as  they  ought  to  be,  and  not  have 
been  left  to  grow  up,  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  the  case,,  as  they 
arose  afterwards.  If  this  had  been  done,  and  the  matter  had  been 
sobmitted  to  the  opinion  of  counsel,  the  captors'  own  counsel  would, 
in  all  probability,  have  advised  immediate  restitution.  At  least,  the 
might  have  come  on,  and  have  been  soon  determined.    Instead 
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of  that,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  hearing  has  been  perversely  kept 
off,  and  I  shall  allow  for  two  months'  detention.  There  are,  besides, 
two  other  parts  of  the  charge,  to  which  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  ad- 
vert. The  first  is  the  imputation  of  a  practice,  which,  if  proved  to 
have  existed  in  the  extent  alleged,  and  without  necessity,  must  be 
pronordlced  to  be  disgraceful  to  the  character  of  the  country ;  since 
no  one  who  hears  me  will  deny,  that  to  apply  even  to  enemies'  modes 
of  restraint,  that  are  unnecessary,  and  at  the  same  time  convey  per- 
sonal indignity  and  personal  suffering,  is  highly  dishonorable.  It  is 
alleged  in  this  case  that  the  Spanish  crew,  to  the  number  of  twenty- 
two  persons,  were  put  in  irons.  This  is  a  fact  which  cer- 
[•40]  tainly  requires  much  *  explanation,  for  I  will  not  say  that 
there  may  not  be  cases  in  which  such  restraint  may  be 
necessary,  and  therefore  justifiable.  But  the  necessity  must  be  urgent 
and  evident.  The  captor,  when  called  upon  for  his  explanation,  has 
furnished  no  apology  but  what  is  suggested  by  his  counsel,  that  these 
persons  would  naturally  be  regarded  as  bent  on  their  original  purpose 
of  resistance,  and  might,  in  that  view,  be  justly  subjected  to  closfer 
custody.  The  master  acknowledges  that  he  did  handcuff  some,  who 
were  most  outrageous,  and  menaced  him  and  his  officers.  Admitting 
the  motive  to  be  truly  stated,  that  this  act  was  done  for  security,  I 
am  afraid  it  will  not  amount  to  a  justification,  because  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  captor  to  pursue  a  proper  purpose  by  proper  means.  It 
should  be  established  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  this  species 
of  security  alone  would  have  been  sufficient  for  his  preservation. 
There  might  have  been  a  separation  of  those  who  showed  symptoms 
of  violence,  or  there  might  have  been  a  personal  confinement  of  a 
slighter  kind.  Some  such  measures  should  have  been  resorted  to,  or 
it  should  have  been  shown  that  they  would  have  been  insufficient. 
As  the  case  now  stands,  the  party  has  not  made  out  a  sufficient  justi- 
fication. At  the  same  time  I  must  say,  that  the  misconduct  appears 
to  have  proceeded  rather  from  an  improper  notion  of  security,  than 
from  any  intention  to  inflict  pain  or  personal  indignity.  If  any  such 
malignant  motive  had  been  proved,  I  should  have  thought  it  my  duty 
to  pursue  this  matter  much  farther ;  but  there  is  no  decisive  ground 
for  such  an  imputation.  I  am  of  opinion,  however,  that  the  party 
has  not  justified  his  conduct,  and  that  it  is  due  to  the  honor  of 
the  country,  and  to  the  injury  the  Spaniards  have  sus- 
[  •  41  ]  tained,  that  some  civil  *  compensation  should  be  made ;  and 
with  that  view,  I  decree  100/.  to  be  distributed  amongst  the 
sufferers.  Embezzlement  is  also  charged  ;  but  it  is  said,  on  the  other 
side,  that  some  articles  were  withdrawn,  only  with  a  view  to  protect 
them  from  the  eagerness  of  the  crew,  and  that  they  will  be  forthcom- 
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iiig.  Till  I  see  how  far  this  answer  will  satisfy  the  demands  of  the 
claimants,  it  will  be  impossible  for  me  to  pronounce  upon  this  part  of 
the  case.  I  shall  refer  this  matter  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  to 
ascertain  the  fact  and  quantity  of  loss,  and  I  shall  reserve  my  judgment 
OD  this  question  till  I  receive  their  report 
Two  months  detention  allowed. 


The  Melomane,  Colas. 

December  8,  1803. 

Droits  of  admiralty.  Capture  bj  a  catter,  fitted  oat  bj  the  captain  of  a  man-of-war  as  a 
tender,  and  numned  firom  his  ship,  bat  without  a  commission  or  anthority  from  the  admi- 
raltj,  will  not  ennre  to  the  benefit  of  tho  king's  ship.^ 

This  was  a  case  respecting  a  prize  interest  in  a  capture,  made  by 
a  boat  hired  by  the  captain  of  the  king's  ship  The  Dragon,  and  sent 
out  manned  with  part  of  The  Dragon's  crew,  for  the  purpose  of 
impressing  mariners  that  were  expected  to  arrive  in  the  homeward 
bound  ships.  The  question  was,  whether  a  prize  made  by  such  a 
vessel  was  to  be  condemned  as  a  droit  of  admiralty,  or  as  prize  to 
The  Dragon. 

On  the  part  of  the  admiralty,  Laurence.     The  Lord  High  Admiral 
is  to  be  considered  as  having  the  grant  of  all  prizes  made  without 
due  commission.     It  is,  therefore,  incumbent  on  all  persons  setting 
up  a  private  interest  in  prize  to  show  a  title  and  establish  their  right, 
under  the  fair  tenor  of  some  commission  granted  to  them 
•  firom  the  admiralty,  or  it  will  naturally  vest  in  the  Lord  [  *  42  ] 
High  Admiral,  now  represented  by  the  king  in  his  office  of 
admiralty.     The  claim  here  given  is  on  behalf  of  The  Dragon,  but 
the  facts  of  this  case  are  totally  adverse  to  any  such  pretensions. 
It  is  a  principle  long  ago  decided,  that  a  commissioned  officer  does 
not  retain  his  commission  for  the  purposes  of  prize  on  board  another 
ship.     This  was  decided  in  a  case  from  Gibraltar,  where  a  lieutenant 


1  [For  a  note  of  cases  respecting  droits  of  admiralty,  sec  Tho  Rebecca,  1  C.  Rob. 
tt7.  Am  to  captures  b>-  tenders,  see  The  Odin,  4  C.  Rob.  818;  The  Trephorina, 
t  Han.  Ad.  R.  321 ;  The  Donna  Barbara,  2  Hagg.  Ad.  K  366 ;  The  Charlotte,  5  C. 
Bob.  S8<K] 
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on  board  a  non-commissioned  ship,  at  the  time  when  a  capture  was 
made,  was  held  to  be  entitled  to  no  benefit  from  his  commission. 
In  the  American  war  the  same  principle  was  established,  in  the  case 
of  a  capture  made  by  the  boat  of  a  privateer  lying  at  Dover,  whilst 
the  vessel  was  under  repair,  in  which  case  the  prize  was  condemned 
as  a  droit  of  admiralty.  Indeed,  very  mischievous  consequences 
must  inevitably  ensue,  if  the  officers  of  ships  of  war  could  suppose 
themselves  at  liberty  to  dissipate  their  force,  by  distributing  it  into 
small  boats,  for  the  purpose  of  multiplying  their  chances  of  prize. 
Without  pursuing  this  objection,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  observe, 
in  point  of  law,  that  the  onus  of  proving  their  title  lies  upon  The 
Dragon,  as  she  was  not  in  sight ;  that  the  necessary  proof  is  in  no 
degree  supplied ;  and,  therefore,  that  the  vessel  and  cargo  must  be 
condemned,  as  droits  of  admiralty. 

On  the  part  of  The  Dragon,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinson, 
There  are  six  other  cases  depending  on  circumstances  similar  to 
those  on  which  the  present  claim  is  founded,  except  that,  in  those 
other  cases,  the  capture  was  made  solely  and  entirely  by  the  hired 

cutters,  without  any  intervention  of  the  boat  of  the  king's 
[  *  43  ]  •  ship  by  which  the  cutter  was  sent  out.     As  a  general 

argument,  comprehending  the  whole  of  these  cases,  it  is 
submitted  that  the  prize  will  enure  to  the  benefit  of  The  Dragon, 
not  in  consequence  of  any  commission  impressed  on  the  cutter,  but 
by  her  connection  with  The  Dragon,  as  representing  the  actual  force 
of  The  Dragon,  being  armed  from  that  vessel,  and  manned  by  the 
crew  borne  on  the  books  of  The  Dragon.  It  is  not  unusual  for 
ships  of  war  to  be  so  attended  by  tenders,  whose  acts  are  considered 
as  being  as  much  the  acts  of  the  principal  ship,  as  if  they  were  per- 
formed by  her  own  boat.  In  the  West  Indies,  especially,  this  prac^ 
tice  has  long  prevailed,  with  the  effect  now  contended  for.  Boats 
are  sent  out  to  cruise,  and  captures  taken  on  such  cruises  are  consi- 
dered to  belong  equally  to  the  whole  ship.  In  some  cases  that  have 
come  before  the  court,  the  same  effect  has  been  ascribed  to  capture 
by  boats.  In  The  Chinsurah  case,  the  capture  was  made  by  a  small 
boat  sent  up  the  river.  In  The  Odin,^  the  capture  was  made  by  a 
boat  of  The  Trusty,  sent  to  a  considerable  distance,  and  entirely 
out  of  sight  of  The  Trusty.  There  the  court  expressly  recognized 
the  principle,  that  a  capture  made  by  a  boat  would  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  the  whole  ship,  because  the  officer  of  a  king's  ship  was  at 


^  Adm.  Reports,  vol.  4,  p.  818. 
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liberty  to  take  by  more  or  fewer  of  his  force.  So  in  The  Rebecca,^ 
Thompson,  a  capture  made  at  land,  by  the  detached  part  of  the  crew 
of  a  ship  of  war,  was  condemned  to  the  ship ;  the  court  saying 
"  that  the  capturing  force,  under  the  circumstances,  might  be  consi- 
dered as  a  stationary  tender,  attached  to  the  ship."  These  instances 
will  serve  to  prove  that  there  is  nothing  novel  in  the  prin- 
ciple, that  a  *  prize  made  by  a  part  of  the  crew  of  a  king's  [  *  44  ] 
ship,  detached  from  the  main  crew,  may  enure  to  the 
benefit  of  the  ship,  and  be  condemned  to  them  as  prize  made  by 
captors,  acting  sufficiently  under  the  authority  of  their  general  com- 
mission. The  case  which  has  been  cited  from  the  American  war 
was  of  a  diflerent  nature  ;  being  the  case  of  a  privateer,  in  which  the 
terms  of  the  commission  are  limited  and  confined  to  the  person  of 
the  commander,  who  was  not  on  board,  and  to  the  operations  of  the 
identical  ship.  As  to  the  particular  object  of  the  parties,  and  the 
consequences  likely  to  result  from  such  a  practice,  no  objection  can 
fairly  be  raised  against  the  claim  on  either  of  these  grounds.  The 
general  purpose  of  this  cruise  was,  undoubtedly,  to  obtain  a  supply 
of  men  ;  but  still  the  intention  of  capturing  was  not  wanting,  as  it  is 
expressed  by  the  authority  taken  from  the  Port  Admiral,  to  make 
captures  of  French  and  Dutch  ships.  The  animus  capiendi,  therefore, 
was  not  wanting,  though  it  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  operated  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  have  occasioned  any  improper  employment  or 
disposition  of  the  ship's  crew.  The  tender  was  directed  to  cruise  in 
a  certain  direction,  with  a  view  of  falling  in  with  The  Dragon,  when 
she  sailed  from  port.  If  it  had  not  been  that  a  particular  state  of 
foggy  weather  came  on  at  the  time,  the  actual  capture  is  represented 
to  have  been  made  in  such  a  place  as  would  have  been,  if  not  in 
sight,  at  least  very  near  the  vessel,  and  in  the  exact  track  in  which 
she  was  sailing.  In  the  particular  case  of  The  Dragon,  however,  the 
right  docs  not  depend  upon  this  general  argument;  since 
the  capture  in  this  case  was  actually  *  made  by  the"  crew  of  [  *  45  ] 
The  Dragon,  in  the  boat  of  The  Dragon.  How  they  came 
there,  whether  by  the  assistance  of  another  vessel,  or  with  more  or 
less  degree  of  enterprise,  is  of  no  importance.  It  is  sufficient  that 
they  presented  themselves  as  the  persons  taking  the  property  out  of 
the  hands  of  the  enemy,  and  taking  it,  according  to  their  intention, 
for  the  benefit  of  The  Dragon  ;  being  sufficiently  authorized,  by 
the  words  of  the  Prize  Act,  which  give  the  interest  in  prize  to 
the  captors  thereof,  *<  being  in  his  Majesty's  service  and  duly  com- 
missioned.'^ 


>  Adm.  Beports,  toL  1,  p.  227. 
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In  reply,  Laurence.  The  words  of  the  Prize  Act,  in  its  enacting 
clause,  expressly  limit  the  grant  '^  to  persons  on  board  of  our  ships  of 
war."  The  other  words  are  merely  descriptive  of  the  intention  of 
his  Majesty,  and  not  accurately  reciting  the  words  of  the  proclama- 
tion. As  to  the  character  of  the  boat  itself,  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
sider her  as  the  actual  captor,  inasmuch  as  the  effectual  surrender 
had  been  made  before  to  The-  Assistance  cutter ;  the  boat  being 
only  put  out  to  secure  possession,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  boat 
of  the  cutter  might  have  been  used.  In  such  a  situation,  the  boat 
cannot  be  considered  as  acting  in  an  independent  character,  or  as 
retaining  her  dependence  on  The  Dragon,  but  as  being  attached  to 
the  principal  force  of  The  Assistance,  to  which  the  surrender  was 
made.  The  practice  that  has  been  mentioned,  as  taking  place  in 
the  West  Indies,  can  form  no  precedent,  as  it  depends  on  the  parti- 
cular situation  of  ships  in  that  part  of  the  world.     It  has,  moreover, 

never  been  brought  before  the  court  in  any  manner,  so  as 
[  •46  ]  to  be  sanctioned  as  a  judicial  *  precedent.     In  the  case  of 

The  Odin,  the  boat  which  made  the  capture  went  out  in 
her  own  distinct  character,  as  the  boat  of  The  Trusty,  not  super- 
seded or  affected  by  any  subsequent  connection  with  any  other  ship. 
She  went  out,  besides,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  making  the  capture  of 
that  particular  vessel,  of  which  intelligence  had  been  received ;  and 
in  a  part  of  the  world  where,  owing  to  the  variable  state  of  the  winds, 
it  was  particularly  expedient  to  make  attempts  of  that  kind  by  means 
of  boats,  in  preference  to  large  ships. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Soott*    This  case  comes  on  upon  the  claim  of  Captain 
Aylmer,  who  is  unquestionably  a  very  meritorious  officer,  and,  as  it 
appears  by  his  affidavit,  commands  a  very  meritorious  crew.^     If 
considerations  of  this  kind  could  supply  a  principle  of  judgment,  the 
case  might  easily  be  decided ;  but  that  gentleman,  as  well  as  every 
one  else,  must  know,  that  the  court  can  only  look  to  legal  principles 
as  the  foundations  of  a  legal  decision ;  and  that,  whatever  the  personal 
merits  of  the  parties  may  be,  they  cannot  in  any  degree  influence  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  but  must  be  left  to  seek  their  remuneration  else- 
where.    It  is  made  a  question  in  the  act  of  court,  and  in  argument, 
whether  the  capture  was  effected  by  The  Assistance,  cutter, 
[  *47  ]  or  by  the  boat  of  The  Dragon,  *  accompanied  by  the  cutter. 


I  Captain  Aylmer  had  stated  in  his  affidavit  his  long  services  abroad,  and  the  zeal 
and  attachment  of  his  crew,  in  refusing  the  bounty-money  for  the  present  war,  pro- 
vided that  they  were  peniiitted  to  be  continued  under  his  command. 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  48 

The  Mclomanc.    5  C.  Rob. 


All  the  depositions  represent  the  capture  to  have  been  made  by 
The  Assistance,  cutter,  acting,  as  the  French  witnesses  describe 
her,  as  a  tender  to  The  Dragon,  though  this  is  a  fact  which  could  not 
be  a  subject  of  observation  at  the  time,  and  could  be  known  to  them 
only  by  the  report  of  the  boat's  crew  afterwards.  The  effect  of  this 
evidence  only  serves  to  show  that  The  Assistance,  cutter,  was  the 
actual  captor.  It  is  contended  in  argument,  however,  that  the  boat 
of  The  Dragon  was  sent  out  to  take  possession,  and  that  such  an  act 
of  seizure  by  the  boat's  crew  of  The  Dragon,  will  entitle  the  ship  her- 
self to  the  whole  benefit  of  the  prize.  The  court  would  certainly  be 
dispo;»ed  to  extend,  as  far  as  it  could  with  propriety,  to  ships  of  war, 
the  benefit  of  captures  made  by  their  boats,  acting  distinctly  in  that 
capacity.  There  must  be  situations  in  which  the  capture  could  not 
be  made  otherwise  ;  and  many  considerations  of  convenience  require, 
that  they  should  be  allowed  to  take  in  whatever  manner  their  judg- 
ment may  deem  most  expedient,  according  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  ease,  either  by  their  whole  force,  or  by  a  part  detached  on  that 
particular  service.  The  court  would,  therefore,  not  be  disposed  to 
narrow  the  legal  effect  of  the  operations  of  their  boat's  crew.  But  in 
thi:?  particular  case  it  remains  to  be  considered,  in  the  first  place, 
wheth'T  the  boat  was  acting  as  the  boat  of  The  Dragon,  or  not.  The 
tcnnr  of  all  the  evidence  inclines  me  to  think  that  she  was  not ;  that 
*h*!  had  been  detached  from  The  Dragon,  and  attached  to  The  Assist- 
ant'i".  cutter,  and  that  she  was  employed  in  performing  the  same  ser- 
vices for  the  cutter,  as  she  would  have  performed  for  her 
own  <hip.  If  that  is  to  be  'taken  as  a  correct  view  of  her  [  '48  ] 
situation,  I  cannot  but  accede  to  what  has  been  said  in 
argument,  that  a  boat  so  detached  from  one,  and  attached  to  another 
ve*?el,  must  be  taken  as  acting  under  the  authority,  and  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  ship  to  which,  at  that  time,  and  in  those  operations,  she 
more  properly  belongs.  The  fact  appears  to  me  to  be,  as  it  is 
de:*cribed  by  the  witnesses  of  the  captured  ship,  "that  the  capture 
was  a(*tually  and  effectually  made  by  The  Assistance,  cutter,  and 
that  the  boat  was  only  used  to  perform  such  acts,  as  would  in  the 
ordinary  course  of  service  have  been  performed  by  the  cutter's  own 
boaL"  ' 

Taking  the  fact  to  be,  that  the  capture  was  made  by  The  Assist- 
ance, cutter,  the  court  has  only  to  decide,  how  far  the  act  of  The 
A«!»i^tance  can  enure  to  the  benefit  of  The  Dragon,  on  which  she  is 
represented  as  attendant.  It  is  an  elementary  principle  of  prize  law, 
that  all  prize  belongs  to  the  state  —  in  monarchies  to  the  sovereign.^ 


1  [See  Hie  Ebcbe,  5  C.  Rob.  173,  note.] 
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By  modern  policy  this  interest  has  been  granted  out  to  persons  of 
certain  descriptions,  acting  under  the  authority  of  public  commis- 
sions. A  very  ancient  grant  has  given  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral, 
the  benefit  of  all  prize,  taken  by  persons  not  commissioned ;  and  it 
lies  on  the  individual  captor,  in  every  case,  to  show  the  authority  by 
which  he  is  entitled  to  take  for  his  own  benefit.  The  title  deeds,  on 
which  only  claims  of  this  kind  can  be  constructed,  are  the  Prize  Act 
and  the  proclamation.  The  proclamation  confers  the  interest  in 
prize  "  on  our  ships  of  war,  and  those  which  have  taken  out  letters 
of  marque."  The  Prize  Act  is  much  to  the  same  effect,  adding  only 
in  the  last  act,  "  mariners,  &c.,  on  board  our  hired  armed 
[  '49  ]  ships."  These  *  descriptions  of  vessels  are,  with  those  acting 
under  letter  of  marque,  the  only  parties  that  can  maintain  a 
legal  interest  in  prize.  What  are  the  circumstances  of  this  case  ? 
Captain  Aylmer's  affidavit  states,  that  "  the  cutter  was  hired  at  his 
expense,  and  stored  and  manned  from  the  king's  ship  The  Dragon." 
That  commanding  officers  of  his  Majesty's  ships  may  have  a  right  to 
put  their  men,  arms,  and  stores  on  board  another  vessel,  I  shall  not 
question  in  the  present  case.  There  may  be  circumstances  that  may 
render  it  fit,  in  many  instances,  that  such  a  discretion  should  be  exer- 
cised, subject  to  the  responsibility  that  always  attends  them  in  the 
discharge  of  their  public  duty.  But  the  question  which  I  have  to 
consider  is,  whether,  by  so  doing,  an  officer  can  be  said  to  put  that 
other  vessel  into  commission,  and  entitle  it  to  the  privilege  of  being 
reckoned  amongst  the  description  of  vessels  to  which  the  interest  in 
prize  is  given  by  the  proclamation  and  the  Prize  Act.  Indeed,  I  may 
observe,  that  the  very  claim  that  is  set  up  for  The  Dragon  contradicts 
the  suggestion ;  because  if  this  cutter,  so  employed,  could  be  consi- 
dered as  commissioned  to  take  for  herself,  she  would  become  a  con- 
stituent part  of  the  navy,  and  The  Dragon,  could  have  no  interest  to 
maintain.  K,  then,  the  cutter  is  not  a  commissioned  vessel,  the  ques- 
tion must  be.  Whether,  not  being  entitled  to  take  for  herself,  she  does, 
from  being  so  fitted  out,  become  a  boat,  or,  in  a  legal  point  of  view,  a 
constituent  part  of  The  Dragon's  force  ?  What  I  have  said  of  boats 
may  in  some  degree  apply  to  tenders.  If  a  capture  is  made  by  a  ten- 
der attached  by  the  interposition  of  public  authority,  on 
[  *  50  ]  every  principle  on  •which  a  capture  by  a  boat  would  entitle 
its  ship,  a  capture  made  by  a  tender  specially  employed 
in  that  capture  by  the  ship  of  war  to  which  she  belonged,  might, 
perhaps,  entitle  that  ship.  But  this  is  not  a  tender  attached  by 
any  interposition  of  public  authority,  but  by  the  private  act  of  the 
officer  hiring  and  manning  her  himself.  Is  a  cutter  so  set  forth  recog- 
nized by  the  admiralty  in  any  capacity  ?  Is  she  borne  on  the  books, 
or  considered  as  a  part  of  the  navy  of  England  ?  ^  "^d  not ;  she 
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ia  taken  up  by  the  gentleman  himself,  acting  from  his  own  discretion, 
for  good  purposes  no  doubt,  but  not  in  a  manner  that  can  give  such  a 
Teasel  any  connection  or  incorporation  with  the  navy  of  Great  Britain. 
Surely  it  is  not  to  be  maintained  that  an  officer,  by  putting  his  men  on 
board,  can  constitute  a  ship  to  be  a  part  of  the  navy  of  Great  Britain. 
Such  a  character  is  not,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  impressed  without  the 
intervention  of  some  public  authority.  If  the  contrary  could  be  held, 
this  must  follow,  that  an  officer  of  a  large  ship  might  form  out  of 
these  tenders  as  many  ships  of  war  as  he  pleased.  He  might  com- 
pose a  fleet  It  is  said  that  a  similar  practice  has  been  not  unfre- 
quent  in  the  West  Indies.  But  everybody  knows,  that  in  remote 
situations,  the  principal  persons  in  command  must  necessarily  be 
intrusted  with  a  greater  latitude  of  discretion.  In  such  a  situation, 
they  must  act  as  well  as  they  can  from  their  own  judgment,  not  hav- 
ing an  opportunity  of  referring  immediately  to  the  Board  of  Admi- 
ralty for  instructions  and  authority,  suited  to  the  various  circum- 
stances that  may  occur.  They  grant  commissions,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  for  the  same  reason,  and  if  these  *  commissions  are  [  *  51  ] 
afterwards  confirmed  by  the  admiralty,  they  rank  from  the 
original  date.  If  a  case  of  this  description  was  to  come  before  the 
court  from  any  such  remote  station,  the  court  would  have  to  consider 
how  far  the  particular  circumstances  would  bear  it  out  in  point  of 
validity.  At  home  the  case  is  very  diflerent.  When  an  officer  has 
it  in  bb  power  to  refer  instantly  to  the  admiralty,  the  same  effect  will 
not  follow ;  nor  is  it  to  be  ascribed  even  to  the  acts  of  an  admiral ; 
for  it  appears  to  me  that  an  admiral  on  the  home  station,  would  have 
no  more  power  than  a  captain  of  a  single  ship,  to  constitute  a  tender 
to  be  part  of  the  public  navy  ;  though  all  that  is  done  by  the  admi- 
ral, in  this  case,  is  simply  to  give  them  leave  to  go  out.  A  good  deal 
has  been  said  upon  the  consequences  and  general  convenience  of  such 
a  practice.  It  is  impossible  to  attend  much  to  such  considerations. 
If  I  am  to  entertain  them  at  all,  I  confess  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
inconvenience  of  such  measurea  would  very  much  preponderate. 
More  captures,  it  is  true,  might  be  made,  but  what  would  be  the 
general  efiect  ?  If  every  merchant  ship  might  sally  out  and  take 
under  the  authority  of  ships  of  war,  the  number  of  captures  might  be 
greatly  increased ;  but  such  a  consequence,  however  lucrative  to  indi- 
vidoals,  never  could  be  admitted  as  a  sufficient  justification  of  such  a 
principle  in  point  of  political  expedience.  It  is  of  much  more  import- 
ant eipedience  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  state  alone  to  judge,  both 
of  the  extent  and  of  the  mode  of  hostility  that  is  to  be  exercised. 
That  is  a  principle  which  must  never  be  lost  sight  of.  Looking 
at  this  case,  therefore,  in  every  point  of  view,  both  on  principle 
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[  *52  ]  and  expediency,  I  have  a  clear  and  *  decided  opinion,  on 

which  I  feel  no  hesitation  to  pronounce,  that  this  capture 

was  not  made  by  persons  legally  commissioned  to  take  for  their  own 

benefit,  and  consequently,  that  the  petition  of  Captain  Aylmer  must 

be  rejected. 


The  Nossa  Sbnhora  da  Adjuda,  Araujo. 

December  8, 1803. 

Trcatj  with  Portngal,  1654.  Free  ships,  free  goods.^  QntBre^  how  far  this  priyilege  can  be 
extended  to  the  carrying  of  enemy's  property  ont  of  a  blockaded  port.  Bestitation  on  the 
facts  of  the  case,  they  being  not  thought  sufficient  to  bring  the  question  of  law  fairly  before 
the  court. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  Portuguese  ship,  captured  on  a  voyage  from 
the  port  of  Rouen  to  Lisbon,  and  proceeded  against  for  a  violation  of 
the  blockade  of  Havre.  It  appeared  that  the  vessel  had  gone  into 
Havre  before  the  blockade^  commenced,  and  had  been  taking  in  her 


^  [The  principle  of  "  free  ships  make  free  goods"  has  been  established,  in  treaties 
of  the  United  States,  with 

Algiers,  viii.  Stat,  at  Large  224,  244 

Brazil,  viii.  "        "  398 

Central  America,    viii.  "        "  828 

Chili,  viii.  "         "  486 

Colombia,  viii.  "        "  810 

Ecuador,  viii.  "        «  540 

France,  viii.  "        "  24,  184 

Guatemala,  x.  "        "  

Mexico,  viii.  "        "  416 

Morocco,  viii.  "        "  484 

Netherlands,  viii.  "        "  40 

New  Grenada,  ix.  "        "  888 

Peru,  Bolivia,  ix.  "        "  490 

Peru,  X.  "        «  

Prussia,  viii.  "        "  90 

Spain,  viii.  "        "  146, 262 

Sweden,  viii.  "        "  64 

Tripoli,  viii.  "         «*  154^  214 

Tunis,  viii.  "        "  157 

Venezuela,  viii.  "        "  472 

The  converse  of  this  doctrine  does  not  necessarily  follow  from  such  a  provision.    The 

Nereid,  9  Cranch,  388 ;  The  C^rgnet,  2  Dod.  299.] 

9  The  blockade  of  Havre,  September  6. 
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lading  from  the  1st  to  the  29th  of  September.  She  sailed  from 
Boaen  to  Havre  on  the  Ist  of  October,  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage 
on  the  19th,  when  she  was  captured  by  the  ships  cruising  off  that 
port.  The  niaster,  in  his  depositions,  denied  that  he  had  received 
any  information  of  the  blockade  before  he  left  Rouen.  A  claim  was 
given  for  the  ship  as  the  property  of  merchants  in  Portugal ;  and  for 
the  cargo  as  privileged  by  the  treaty  of  1654,  which  established  the 
exemption  of  free  ships,  free  goods,  between  the  two  countries. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinson 
contended  —  That  the  privilege  of  the  treaty  could  not  be  extended 
to  a  case  like  the  present;  which  included  not  only  the  car- 
riage of  enemy's  goods,  'but  also  the  exportation  of  the  [  *53  ] 
goods  of  the  enemy  from  a  blockaded  port.     As  to  neutral 
owners,  it  might  be  reasonable,  that   shipments  on  their  account 
should  be  free  from  the  penalty  of  breaking  the  blockade,  till  they  them- 
selves should  be  affected  with  a  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  either 
de  /ado,  or  by  construction  of  law;  but  with  regard  to  enemy's 
good:*,  the  blockade  must  be  taken  as  operative  from  the  moment  of 
the  notification,  or  from  the  time  when  it  is  actually  imposed. 

JlI>GMENT. 

Siu  \V.  Scott.  In  this  case  the  claim  is  given  for  the  ship,  and 
for  sonje  parts  of  the  goods  specifically,  as  belonging  to  the  master ; 
and  for  the  rest  of  the  cargo,  as  being  on  board  a  free  ship.  On  these 
latter  good:*  it  is  assumed,  that  they  are  the  property  of  the  enemy ; 
and  th(*n  it  is  argued,  that  the  protection  of  the  treaty  cannot  be 
extended  to  the  case  of  ships  carrying  the  goods  of  the  enemy  out 
of  a  blockaded  port.  If  the  cargo  had  appeared  to  be  actually  the 
property  of  the  enemy,  it  might  have  become  necessary  to  decide  that 
point  of  law,  whether  the  privilege  of  free  ship,  free  goods,  can  be 
construed  to  extend  to  the  case  of  exporting  enemies'  goods  from  a 
blockaded  port,  even  before  the  ship  herself  is  affected  with  a  know- 
k'dgc  of  the  blockade.  If  such  a  case  had  fairly  arisen,  I  should  have 
taken  some  time  to  deliberate  upon  it.  But,  I  perceive,  the  cargo, 
though  claimed  generally,  is  documented  In  the  bills  of  lading  as  the 
property  of  merchants  of  Portugal,  notwithstanding  the  master  does 
Dot  verify  that  fact  in  his  depositions.  Indeed,  from  the  observations 
that  we  have  frequent  opportunities  of  making,  it  appears,  I 
think,  to  be  very  much  the  practice  of  Portuguese  •  merchants  [  '  54  ] 
to  import  on  their  own  account.  Since  the  utmost  that  I 
coold  do,  in  this  stage  of  the  cause,  would  be  to  order  farther  proof 
of  the  property,  I  am  not  disposed  to  do  that,  in  a  case  like  the  pre- 

▼OL.  ▼•  4 
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[  *  32  j  and  expediency,  I  have  a  clear 

which  I  feci  no  hesitation  to  pro- 
waa  not  made  by  persons  legally  commissi- 
benefit,  and  eonseqaently,  that  the  petitin' 
be  rejected, 


■M.  »  sac;' 


The  Nossa  Senhora  da 


Tn'ntr  with  rorlDgal,  16S4.  Free  ships,  free  y 
cxiciuli'il  to  Ihc  rnirying  of  cDCDij'g  property  ■ 
Taeti  of  ilie  case,  (hey  being  not  ihongbtii  ~ 


Tiiia  vvns  a  case  of  a  FortugaeBGji 
the  port  of  Rouen  to  Lisbon,  and  j 
the  bioi'lvadc  of  Havre.     It  apq 
Havre  before  the  blockade'  c 


Tuni*. 

The  rtmvotw  iif  ihi* 

N'ert'ul,  !>  Crutt-li.  US 

*  Tbc  blockade  of  ~ 


a  Spanish  ship 

the  vessel  was 

31  London,  with 

;  that  in  the 

cniiser,  who 

was  met  and  cap- 

lecaptored,  and 


That  nea- 
of  this  conn- 
was  recognized, 
piccedents,  in  the 
spK-isl  'considera- 


iciml  OD  the  (lacstxHi  of 

of  ii,  from  the 

the  po^^sBon  of 

Jnigs,  &>.'..  taken  on 

aihl  ivrapniKd  st^r 

6ih  October,  1*4*. 

*■  iib>  l\>tirt  of  AdmiialtT 

^  •.iwp.'i  mbioot  to  em- 

cotidciii- 

,ti  ibg  cUimuii'f  cue  of 

ikii  piirpixw,but 

VSkk-K  it  w  jurl  cauM 

Nvcncd, 


I  ^«    \    4    L«  I  •  • 


;  :i:i'-.  i'»  tlitrniiliii'  '  ulu'thiT  .'iiiv,  ami  wliat  siihairo  i?  <lne/ 
■  ■-'.  'i,«y  rii"  MIiIku'Iiikis  tiTiii  iicKt,  willi  pnivi.-ioM'!  Inr  llu*  execution 

•  i   ! . .  llir  -nrrn^^atc  nirt.  and  tfK)k  upon  tlirni  the  rrtrn*nre,anil  directed 

iaiiLM'  j>reeedents,  and  It-avc  ropio  In  the   rrj:i>try  tea  days  Ix'forc 

*  hi  the  7lli  An^ii^t,  tlii-v  nu't  a;iairi,  and  ilirritrd  the  registrar  to  look 

■■'"Ml"  dfll\en-d   l-y  KarrtT,  pr<nt<»r  lor  ihr  ("ajitors,  and  aji|K)inted  the  7th 

.  iiii.  n-  \t  -iitin;:,  and  din-r-tt-d  the  prtx-toi-s  to  attend.     On  the  iM  Oetobor, 

_■  i!i  •!  met,  and  lia\iii^'  f'liUy  rimaidmMl  the  uhoU*  niattrr,  prononneed 

■".  It  n«i  salva;»e  is  hy  law  dm-  on  thi-*  hrlialt',  l>ut  tliat  there  was  just  rau?e 

'.d  that  the  |>arties  appi'llant  ou^ht  tu  1  r  i-nnili'niiK'd  in  the  expeuK'S  due 

..     '^fcTi^meiit.  it  1:5  not  jH-rfretly  char,  what  wa-*  thr  cxti'nt  Jif  their  decision  ; 

.  .1-  Hioant  to  e^taMi-'h.  that  no  -al\aL'«*  is  iliir  on  thr  n'<-aptun'  ol"  neutral 

":  I't  thi*  hands  *i!'  tht*  t-nemv  "rnrrallv.  or  wln-tlicr  llnir  drclMon  was  eon- 

■  •  "i;ii  I  articular  casi',  as  the  i-a.-r  <il"  Dutili  rhiiuunt"*  -^tandin;:  on  -pcriid  ;:rounds. 

.  r. <  f  fi"  ihe  cL'iiniants  wa^  ri-trirti*il  to  the  ^-imn;:  jivoumls  t-t'  ihrir  p-irlirular 

!  V-   '-laiinants  huudily  apprrlu-nd.  that  tbry  ar«'  well  warr;'.nt»rl  to  rcmilnde, 

iNasc  in«i.«t('d  on  l«y  thi*  raptors,  i-*  »(»ntrarv  toju-tii*-,  and  to  tin*  r\\]r.  j»rae- 

■>a.»i'C!italilishe<l  U'twren  Kn^lan<l  and  Holland  in  >iniilar  (■aM's,nn<l  that  the 

.J  Nilva;!e  would  be  actiu;;  <'ontrary  to  tin*  puMie  faith  and  promis**  of  the  crown 

i  :•!  the  Dutch  in  tin*  niO'>t  soh-nin  manner  U'fon-nientioned.  and  be  inconsistent 

.      .i!  jirr»bity  and  gOfNi  faith,  for  whi«'h  this  nation  has  in  all  a;.'es  r-n  deservedly  dis- 

i'!i^ii«hvil  itcclf.     And  then'fore  the  claimants  humbly  hope  their  lonlships*  faiil  surro- 

AXf  -  will  l«c  of  o|iinion, "  Tliat  no  wilva;re  ou;.dit  to  be  j»aid  in  the  jm-sent  caM*.**    The 

.  _i.r:.iT.!«'  ease,  however,  contained  two  jviints  —  one  on  prineij»lo  :  and,  «eeondly,  this 

;.rTi*'.i!ar  one,  fttandin;r  on  the  peculiar  relilions  of  the  two  countries.     On  which  of 

•*:i-*t  -.'nmnds  the  surn»;ratos  deciiled,  is  not  expres>ly  stated.     The  reference  uncler 

lit*-  wifiL*  of  the  LonU*  decree,  is  not  neeesNirily  of  a  jreneral  nature:  nor  does  the 

:*  jH.-n  of  the  surro^tes  po  lir'ynnd  the  particular  ea>e  in  all  its  circumstances. 

Ani(>n»M  those  particular  circumstances  mu^t  1k^  n'ckoned  the  n'ference  which  was 
nailr  to  the  practice  of  the  States  of  Holland,  exemplified  in  two  instances.     In  tho 

^A9C  of  The  Handmaid.  1(X1.  »n  KnfliOi  oliiit  n>tnlfiiii  fmtn  tlin    \1iritriiii»«  •   ami  in  t1ii> 
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sent,  for  the  purpose  of  raisin : 
cargo  is  described  as  Portugucr 
I  shall  decree  it  to  be  restored. 


..ru  Tubject  to 


»p 


Tiu:  (• 


1 


/v." 


Snlvn^c  on  ncutrni  property,  retaken  • 
ho  sliowii  l>y  rcforcnre  to  tlio  ordin:.i 
iiiv,  tlmt  the  first  Bcizurc  wns  iiiaile  i- 
{;oo<ls  to  condeinnatiou  in  the  hai  <: 

Tins  was  a  question  of 
and  rargo  from  a  Frcni.'li 
originally  destined  on  ii  '. 
some  property  on  board  1 
course  of  this  voyage,  j?1: 
was  bringing  her  to  the  |)i 
tured  by  a  tVench  privjii 
brought  to  Jersey. 

On  the  part  of  the  Sp 
tral  |)roperty  was  not,  ;:« ■ 
try*  s^ubjeet  to  salvagi- 
after  deliberaii 
[  'tV)  1  ease  of  The  J. 


'  [  Sk\^  ni»ii»  to  The  "NVar  '  • 
3  la>nls,  1  71"».     As  The  •^^ 
salvap\  it  niay  not  1>i.»  imjiv- 
Uk^Us  \»t'  n»j»i!«tvy,  ami  tV»*n» 
tho  ovlitor.     It  was^  n  ra^c  • 
u  Yt»yaj»v  t'n»wi  Smyrna  t" 
tlirt»o  day  si'  \V!*M»ssion,  li\  i 
A  i'hum  was  jiivon  lor  T 
thou*;ht  it  imiiuitorial  to  i*.. 
donuiaiion,  as  pn^porty  » 
nation  10th  NovouiIht,  1 . 
apiH\i1.  in  vrhii'h  it  is  stat 
wont  on  tho  pri'viouii  po 
to  condomn  Uio  «hip  an 


.  .f<.-ided  i?,  whc- 

..  .   in  'this  ship, 

.-?.on  of  the  enemy. 

»  decree  salvage 

. ,  Ltfnee  of  the  vio- 

.r    lought  not  unrea- 

.?<:.es,  that  salvage 

iLicn,  in  the  course 

..    .!<  unquestionably 

.  ^iTird  to  the  rights 

^  curing  any  part  of 

.i.::iue  courts  of  that 


. ._  -  .  rem  tho  French  by  an 

V"?a:  KmUlon  was  trarri- 

.  .  -^v'.;.]     2a.  The  St.  John, 

:t  b'rcnoh,  and  rof;toriM.l  on 

a.  v\v,h  Fmnoo,  as  an  ally  of 

^^s.  Ki:,''a'.-l  aa-l  lior  allies. 

.lii'ilrwar.sl  that  iho  tnipe- 

■a  >* -/iCiulvr.  K02.]-   oil.  Tho 

.  vv.s  ot'  IVrtUiial  anil  llam- 

-w^v.;     4th.  Tho  Old  John 

_-^  .'A.**^'.]      *''ih-  Tho  Wrost- 

Vm:  Sweden  wa:«  onpagod 

,..  ;  'vc«*w  l*.»i?''='.  lii^d  dil  not 

..u.i  Vranoo,  as  rni.'ht  Lo  sug- 

•V  v  -xviprooal  joalouri-:?  siib- 

>,  .-.itrx*  s}(  Swodisli  siips  in 

_^.  i.     I-  was  eontondL  .1.  iliiTO- 

.^*v^  .-VjX^od  10  d.m^vr  in  ibo 

.:  ,  ..I.H.*  01*  ncvi:r.d  rr-.  v.^rty, 

V  IV. iO  Coiir:  ci*  :•.:■  tlrst 

,  ...v,v!:.sU  uuylo  .*. -.r\od, 
.^.x  ,:v  vcfvrvvd  l.^  i::-. :  r  ihe 
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country  have  been  during  the  present  war,  I  am  not  correctly  informed ; 
from  the  little  which  I  have  been  able  to  collect,  I  am  rather  induced 
to  believe,  tliat  they  have  been  conducted  with  more  regularity,  and 
with  a  disposition  more  inclined  to  return  to  the  established  principles 
of  justice,  on  which  the  prize  system  of  ancient  France,  in  common 
with  that  of  the  other  maritime  countries  of  Europe,  was  built  I 
am.  therefore,  not  disposed  to  hold  generally,  that  neutral 
property  recaptured  from  French  cruisers  shall  *  be  subject  [  *  59  ] 
to  salvage.  The  rule,  so  far  as  it  can  be  considered  a  gene- 
ral rule,  is  rather  to  be  laid  down  the  other  way.  At  the  same  time, 
if  any  edict  can  be  appealed  to,  or  any  fact  established,  by  which 
it  can  be  shown  that  the  property  would  have  been  exposed  to  con- 
denmation  in  the  courts  of  France,  I  shall  hold  that  to  be  suflicient 
ground  to  induce  me  to  pronounce  for  salvage  in  that  particular  case. 
With  n*gard  to  the  precedent  of  The  Jongc  Lambert,  I  think  I  am 
warranted  to  consider  the  authority  of  that  case  as  in  great  measure 
done  away  by  the  subsequent  decision  of  the  Lords,  in  the  late  war,  in 
whicli  they  have  repeatedly  pronounced  for  salvage  on  the  recapture 
of  neutral  property.  In  departing  from  the  old  rule,  they  have  in 
some  tlegrce  disclaimed  the  principle  ;  and,  I  think,  with  great  propri- 
ety, as  far  as  it  could  be  considered  as  an  universal  principle,  govern- 
ing the  practice  of  our  Prize  Courts  in  all  possible  cases,  without  any 
po-r^ihle  exception.  In  tiie  present  instance,  there  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  any  grounds  on  which  it  can  be  supposed  that  this  proj)erty 
would  have  been  condemned,  nicrelv  because  it  came  out  of  the  hands 
of  a  British  privateer,  or  because  the  original  voyage  had  been  from 
the  c-olony  of  Spain  to  London.  No  tidiet  has  been  produced  from 
the  French  code  to  show  that  this  property  would  have  been  subject 
to  any  such  penalty,  on  either  of  those  accounts,  in  the  prize  courts 
of  France.  The  expenses  of  the  recaptors  must  be  fully  paid ;  but  I 
shall  not  pronounce  salvage  to  be  due. 

4* 
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[  •  60  ]  *  The  Diana,  Runke. 

December  19,  1803. 

Claims  of  persons  settling  in  the  Dutch  colonics  whilst  in  British  possession,  and  resident 
there  at  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  for  property  seized  before  hostilities.  The  onus  pro- 
bandiy  as  to  an  intention  of  removing,  relicycd  by  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  colo- 
nies having  been  in  British  possession  till  after  the  termination  of  the  last  war,  taken  in 
conjunction  with  the  presumption  raised  by  the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  of  Amiens,  that 
persons  so  settled  woiUd  remove,  on  the  restitution  of  the  colonies  to  Holland.^ 

This  was  a  leading  case  on  the  claims  of  several  persons  who  had 
settled  in  the  Dutch  colonies,  in  the  course  of  the  late  war,  during 
the  time  they  were  in  British  possession,  for  property  taken  before 
hostilities,  on  a  voyage  from  the  Dutch  colonies  to  Holland. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  concerns  the  manner  in  which  the 
goods  of  two  classes  of  persons  connected  with  Demarara  are  to  be 
considered.  The  two  descriptions  of  persons  are,  those  who  had  set- 
tled in  Demarara  during  the  time  the  island  was  in  British  posses- 
sion, and  those  who  had  settled  there  before  that  event.  It  was  first 
contended  on  the  part  of  those  settling  there,  whilst  the  island  was 
under  British  protection,  that  their  settlement  had  been  very  recent. 
That  alone  would  not  be  sufficient.  Mere  recency  of  establishment 
would  not  avail,  if  the  intention  of  making  a  permanent  residence 
there  was  fully  fixed  upon  the  party.  The  case  of  Mr.  Whitehill 
fully  established  this  point  He  had  arrived  at  St.  Eustatius,  only  a 
day  or  two  before  Admiral  Rodney  and  the  British  forces  made  their 
appearance ;  but  it  was  proved,  that  he  had  gone  to  establish  himself 
there,  and  his  property  was  condemned;  mere  recency,  therefore, 
would  not  be  sufficient  But  it  is  said  that  this  was  not  merely  an 
establishment  recently  formed,  but  one  formed  also  whilst  the  island 
was  under  the  protection  of  the  British  government     This,  indeed, 

may  afford  a  very  material  addition  to  the  circumstance  of 
[  •Gl  ]  mere  recent  establishment     What  the  effect  might  •be,  it 

may  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  inquire,  till  it  shall  appear 
whether  there  was  any  compact  between  the  countries,  which  in  any 
manner  determines  what  the  character  of  persons  in  that  situation 


1  [See  The  Phoenix,  5  C.  Bob.,  20,  note.] 
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should  be ;  because  if  there  is  any  such  agreement,  it  will  be  needless 
for  me  to  make  an  excursion  into  general  principles,  when  the  point 
in  question  will  at  last  be  governed  by  the  particular  stipulations  of 
the  compact  The  treaty  of  Amiens  contains  an  article,  which,  it  is 
said,  does  point  to  the  character  of  such  persons.  The  thirteenth 
article  stipulates,  that,  in  cases  of  cession,  "  there  shall  be  allowed  to 
the  inhabitants,  of  whatever  condition  or  nation  they  be,  a  term  of 
three  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  notification  of  this  present 
treaty,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  their  property,  acquired  and 
possessed  either  before  or  during  the  war,  in  which  term  of  three 
years  ttiey  may  have  the  free  exercise  of  their  religion  and  enjoyment 
of  their  property.  The  same  privilege  is  granted,  in  the  countries 
restored,  to  all  those,  whether  inhabitants  or  others,  who  shall  have 
made  therein  any  establishment  whatever,  during  the  time  when 
those  countries  were  in  the  possession  of  Great  Britain."  Certainly 
the  intent  of  this  article  must  be  considered  as  a  stipulation,  between 
the  two  countries,  for  this  purpose  principally,  that  the  country  to 
which  the  cession  is  made,  should  not  molest  the  inhabitants  so 
restored,  but  that  a  space  of  three  years,  from  the  notification  of  the 
treaty,  should  be  allow^ed  for  the  unmolested  removal  of  themselves 
and  iheir  property.  Primarily,  therefore,  it  is  not  intended  as  a  con- 
tract with  those  individuals  that,  under  all  circumstances  that  may 
happen  between  the  two  countries,  they  shall  be  held  British 
subjects  by  the  crown  of  Great  Britain.  At  the  'jsame  time,  [  *  62  ] 
I  cannot  but  think  that  it  affords  a  principle  highly  material 
and  favorable  to  the  claimants,  in  the  presumption  which  it  holds  out, 
that  those  who  went  there  during  the  time  of  British  possession,  had 
done  so  on  account  of  British  possession,  and  might  be  supposed  to 
be  desirous  of  quitting  those  establishments,  when  the  island  ceased 
to  be  under  the  protection  and  government  of  this  country.  It  goes, 
therefore,  to  the  point  on  which  a  great  deal  of  the  discussion  turns, 
the  onus  proband!  on  this  question  —  whether  or  not  it  lies  on  the 
claimants  to  show,  that  they  had  taken  measures  to  withdraw,  and 
bad  actually  engaged  in  the  operation  of  removing.  The  treaty 
shows  it  to  have  been  the  expectation  of  the  contracting  parties,  that 
they  would  remove.  A  presumption  is,  therefore,  founded  in  their 
favor,  not  only  on  the  general  nature  of  the  facts,  but  also  on  the 
declared  opinion  of  the  countries  that  were  parties  to  this  treaty.  In 
this  state  of  things,  it  is  not,  I  think,  necessary  for  the  claimants  to 
produce  that  evidence  which  has  been  demanded,  to  show  that  they 
had  taken  any  steps  towards  removal ;  because  the  presumption. is  to 
be  taken  as  already  in  their  favor,  unless  it  is  ousted  by  the  produc- 
tion of  any  contrary  evidence  on  the  other  side.     It  is  contended  that 
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there  is  something  to  that  effect  in  the  time  which  had  already 
elapsed;  and  that  the  inaction  of  the  parties,  during  that  period, 
affords  a  counter  presumption  that  they  were  not  in  the  act  of 
removing,  and  that  they  did  not  intend  to  remove.  In  support  of 
this  argument,  it  is  said,  that  the  parties  might  be  expected  to  deter- 
mine at  an  early  period,  and  that  the  three  years  were 
[  •  63  ]  allowed  only  for  carrying  the  removal  into  effect.  *  It  is 
argued,  that  the  determination  should  have  been  made  at 
an  early  period,  though  no  specific  time  has  been  assigned.  In 
answer  to  these  observations,  it  is,  I  think,  to  be  conceded  that  the 
determination  could  not  be  expected  to  be  instanter.  Some  reason- 
able time  for  deliberation  must  be  allowed.  The  time  given  by  the 
treaty  is  three  years,  and  not  from  the  date,  but  from  the  notification 
of  the  treaty.  If  it  could  be  maintained,  that  persons  were  obliged 
to  come  to  their  determination  in  the  first  or  second  year,  there 
would  be  still  the  third  year  for  their  actual  removal;  and  there  are 
two  or  three  circumstances  of  a  public  nature,  that  may,  in  fair  con- 
sideration, be  supposed  to  have  enlarged  to  these  persons  the  term  of 
the  treaty.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  of  the  three 
years  a  very  small  portion  had  elapsed  before  the  war  broke  out; 
indeed  the  term  is  not  yet  expired.  Secondly,  the  cession  of  the 
colonies  was  not  made  immediately  after  the  treaty ;  it  was  a  matter 
which*  hung  for  a  considerable  time  in  suspense.  Owing  to  a  want 
of  ships  and  troops,  or  from  other  causes,  the  Dutch  did  not  take 
possession  for  many  months,  and  the  island  remained  de  facto  in  the 
possession  of  this  country.  During  this  period  their  term  for  deliber- 
ation was  necessarily  protracted.  It  must  not  be  withdrawn  from 
our  recollection  also,  that  during  the  short  interval  that  peace  half 
smiled  upon  us,  circumstances  of  irritation  were  continually  occur- 
ring, which  might  fairly  induce  persons  in  that  part  of  the  world  to 
speculate  upon  the  chance  of  those  settlements  falling  again  under 
the  dominion  of  Great  Britain.  Under  such  considerations  we  may 
suppose  that  their  removal  would  be  retarded;  the  hope 
[  *  64  ]  that  *  Great  Britain  would  return  to  its  sovereignty  over 
this  settlement  might  naturally  suspend  the  resolution  to 
remove.  Within  a  very  short  time  after  the  notification,  the  events 
that  might  have  been  expected  actually  took  place.  Hostilities 
recommenced,  and  on  the  first  application  these  persons  surrendered 
again  to  the  British  arms,  and  became  not  only  in  their  property,  but 
territorially,  as  much  the  subjects  of  this  country  as  the  inhabitants 
of  any  part  of  it.  When  I  bring  these  topics  together,  I  do  not 
mean  to  make  a  collection  of  events  which  have  no  material  connec- 
tion with  each  other,  or  to  form  an  aggregate  gf  unsocial  materialsi 
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the  effect  of  which,  singly  taken,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  support 
the  eonclasion  that  is  drawn  from  them.     That,  I  know,  is  a  very 
nosound  and  fallacious  mode  of  reasoning;  but  I  collect  circum- 
stances of  a  concurrent  bearing,  and  of  a  congenial  quality,  all  of 
which,  taken  separately,  are  entitled  to  great  consideration,  and  con- 
jointly contribute  to  increase  the  force  of  each  other.     With  respect, 
therefore,  to  those  who  settled  there,  during  British  possession,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  presumption  of  an  intention  to  remove  was  esta- 
blished in  their  favor ;  that,  under  the  appearances  which  the  known 
circumstances  of  the  world  held  out,  they  had  a  right  to  spend  some 
time  in  deliberation,  and  that  that  term  could  not  be  held  to  be 
cjcpired  when  hostilities  again  broke  out.     The  goods  in  question 
were  shipped  in  a  time  of  peace,  and  under  the  faith  of  a  treaty ;  and 
at  the  time  when  this  court  is  called  upon  to  decide  on  the  claim,  the 
proprietors  are  again  restored  to  their  British  character,  and  are  red- 
integrated subjects  of  this  country.     Under  all  these  cir- 
cam:»tance3  I  should  betray  a  very  •  obtuse  sense  of  what  is  [  *  65  ] 
absurd  and  unjust,  if  I  did  not  feel  it  highly  reasonable  that 
they  should  be  admitted  to  their  jits  postliminii^  and  be  held  entitled 
to  the  protection  of  British  subjects.     The  cases  which  have  been 
cited  do  not,  I  think,  substantially  apply  to  the  present  case.     Mr. 
Whiiehill  went  not  to  an  English  settlement,  but  to  a  place  which 
had.  as  it  has  been  observed  in  argument,  rendered  itself  particularly 
obnoxious  by  its  conduct  in  that  war.     On  the  authority  of  Mr.  Cur- 
tisos*s  casc,^  it  is  contended,  that  some  act  of  removal  was  necessary  to . 
bo  shown  ;  but  that  gentleman  had  settled  not  in  a  British  colony,  but 
in  a  foreign  country,  which  made  him  justly  liable  to  be  called  upon 
to  s^how,  by  some  overt  act,  tliat  he   had  begun  to  remove.     The 
clainianUs  on  the  contrary   had  established  themselves,  as  I  have 
before   said,  in  a  British   settlement,  under  a  presumption  publicly 
recognized,  that  they  would  remove  when  the  connection  with  the 
British  government  ceased.     Their  time  for  deliberation  was  still 
unexpired,  and  on  their  claim  I  pronounce  without  hesitation  that 
they  arc  entitled  to  restitution.    As  to  other  persons  who  had  formed 
their  establishment  before  the  period  of  British  possession,  I  cannot 
&ec  on  what  principle  the  same  intention  can  be  sustained.     As  they 
bad  settled  without  any  faith  in  British  possession,  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  they  would  have  relinquished  their  residence  because  that 
possession  had  ceased.     They  had  passed  from  one  sovereignty  to 
another  with  indiirerence ;  and  if  they  may  be  supposed  to  have 


^  [The  iDdian  Chief,  8  C.  Rob.  21.] 
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looked  again  to  a  connection  with  this  country,  they  must  have 
viewed  it  as  a  circumstance  that  was  in  no  degree  likely  to 
[  •  66  ]  affect  their  intention  of  continuing  there.  They  are,  •  there- 
fore, entirely  out  of  the  principle  which  I  have  laid  down  in 
deciding  on  the  other  claims ;  and  unless  I  could  go  to  the  length  of 
considering,  that  because  the  treaty  had  not  been  executed  in  some 
parts,  the  whole  was  therefore  null,  and  this  settlement  de  jure  never 
out  of  the  possession  of  Great  Britain,  as  it  has  indeed  been  con- 
tended in  argument,  I  see  no  ground  on  which  their  claim  to  restitu- 
tion can  be  sustained.  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  entertain  any  such 
construction.  The  treaty  consists  of  several  articles,  of  which  some 
were  to  be  carried  into  immediate  execution,  whilst  others  were 
merely  executory.  But  so  far  as  the  treaty  was  carried  into  execu- 
tion, so  far  I  must  consider  peace  as  actually  subsisting  between  the 
two  countries,  notwithstanding  war  may  have  broken  out  again,  on 
some  of  those  other  articles  which  were  in  their  nature  executory,  and 
were  originally  subject  to  some  delay.  The  peace  must  be  held  to 
have  been  perfectly  reestablished  in  all  legal  effect,  and  I  have  heard 
of  no  case  inr'  which  this  matter  has  been  otherwise  considered  in 
other  courts  of  justice.  On  the  situation  of  persons  settled  there 
previous  to  the  time  of  British  possession,  I  feel  myself  obliged  to 
pronounce,  that  they  must  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  persons 
resident  in  Amsterdam.  It  must  be  understood,  however,  that  if 
there  were  among  these  any  who  have  been  actually  removing,  and 
.that  fact  is  properly  ascertained,  their  goods  may  be  capable  of  resti- 
tution. All  that  I  mean  to  express  is,  that  there  must  be  evidence  of 
intention  to  remove,  on  the  part  of  those  who  settled  prior  to  British 
possession,  the  presumption  not  being  in  their  favor.  What  I  have 
said  of  British  subjects  settling  during  the  time  of  British 
[  *  67  ]  possession,  *must  be  taken  also  as  applying  equally  td  the 
claims  of  all  persons  of  other  countries  going  thither,  and 
forming  their  establishment  there  during  that  period. 
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In*  the  same  case. 

December  19,  1803. 

Fhagbt  allowed  to  captors  canjing  the  goods  not  to  the  actual  port  of  destination,  but  to 
tlie  claimant's  own  country,  and  to  the  ports  to  which  they  would  have  consigned  them  if 
prereoted  bj  the  regulations  of  Ilolland.^    See  the  particular  circumstances. 


A  QUESTION  arose  respecting  the  liability  of  goods  restored  to  Bri- 
tiflb  merchants  in  Dutch  ships,  captured  on  a  voyage  from  the  colo- 
nies of  Holland  to  Amsterdam,  and  condemned  to  pay  freight  to  the 
captors. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King's  Advocate^  Arnold^  and 
Robinson,  By  the  general  rules  of  the  Prize  Courts,  captors  have  no 
claim  on  the  cargo  for  freight,  unless  it  is  carried  by  them  to  the 
place  of  its  original  destination  ;  and  for  this  reason,  that  the  goods 
cannot  be  supposed  to  have  derived  any  benefit  from  the  capture,  but 
are  still  left  in  the  owner's  hands,  to  be  sent  on  by  a  new  shipment 
to  the  place  of  their  destination.  A  distinction  may,  however,  be 
taken,  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  destination.  The  original  rule 
was  undoubtedly  framed  with  a  view  to  European  commerce,  in 
which  the  profit  of  the  whole  adventure  may  depend  upon  the  parti- 
coJar  order  given  for  the  goods,  and  on  their  arrival  at  the  particular 
place;  whilst,  from  the  similarity  of  European  productions,  they 
might  be  of  little  value,  even  at  a  small  distance  from  the  particular 
market  for  which  they  were  designed.  With  respect  to  colonial  pro- 
ductions, the  case  is  very  different.  They  may  be  said  to  have  a 
double  destination :  first,  to  the  European  market  generally, 
•  by  which  their  principal  value  is  constituted ;  and,  se-  [  *  68  ] 
condly,  to  the  particular  market  to  which  they  were  con- 
signed. The  first  increase  of  value  has  accrued  on  these  goods,  by 
their  safe  arrival  at  the  European  market  generally.  But  a  more 
special  advantage  has  been  derived  to  these  claimants  from  having 
actually  received  their  property  in  their  own  country,  instead  of  suf- 
fering the  risk  of  confiscation  if  the  goods  had  gone,  in  their  original 
course,  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy.  It  is,  besides,  to  be  remembered, 
that  in  the  special  application  which  was  made  in  behalf  of  British 
mcTchantSf  that  they  might  be  allowed  to  claim  goods  so  entirely 


»  [Ihs  Aaa  Gi«eD,  1  Gall  298.    See  note  to  The  Friends,  1  Edw.  246.] 
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incorporated  into  the  colonial  trade  of  the  enemy,  the  destination  to 
Holland  was  represented  as  a  circuitous  and  compulsive  destination, 
to  which  they  submitted  only  because  they  had  no  means  of  bring- 
ing their  goods  home  from  the  Dutch  colonies  in  any  other  than 
Dutch  ships.  By  their  arrival  in  this  country  they  have,  therefore, 
obtained  a  delivery  at  their  own  home,  in  the  ports  for  which  their 
goods  were  virtually  designed.  These  cases  stand  on  special  grounds, 
therefore,  and  may  justly  entitle  the  captors  to  freight,  without  break- 
ing in  upon  the  rule  which  is  laid  down  for  cases  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Swabey,  If  the  principle  of  the 
general  rule  is  considered,  it  will  appear  that  there  is  no  distinction 
in  the  circumstances  of  these  cases  that  can  fairly  be  applied  to 
defeat  the  application  of  it.  The  principle  is,  that  when  the  original 
contract  has  been  fulfilled  the  payment  of  freight  is  due,  and  not 

otherwise.  It  is  not  upon  an  ideal  estimate  of  benefit  or 
[  *  69  ]  disadvantage  that  this  *  principle  of  law  is  founded,  but  on 

the  precise  consideration  of  the  original  contract,  whether  it 
has  been  performed  or  not.  The  distinction  which  has  been  at- 
tempted, with  regard  to  colonial  productions,  is  totally  untenable; 
inasmuch  as  the  rule  has  been  applied  to  destinations  from  the  East 
Indies,  as  well  as  from  ports  in  Europe.  The  case  of  The  Etrusco 
was  a  case  of  this  nature.  Mr.  Constant  came  from  the  East,  and 
being  captured  on  board  that  ship,  settled  in  this  country  as  a  mer- 
chant, and  obtained  restitution ;  yet,  on  consideration  that  the  ori- 
ginal voyage,  which  was  to  Ostend,  was  not  performed,  the  Lords  of 
Appeal  did  not  think  proper  to  depart  from  the  general  rule,  but 
rejected  the  demand  for  freight.  If  the  question  depended,  in  any 
degree,  on  the  estimate  of  advantage  or  loss,  it  might  be  shown  that 
the  claimants  have  suffered  a  considerable  inconvenience,  by  the 
delay  that  has  been  occasioned  in  bringing  these  goods  to  market, 
by  the  expense  of  obtaining  restitution,  and  by  the  disadvantage  of 
selling,  at  last,  in  a  glutted  market,  instead  of  the  markets  on  the 
continent,  to  which  the  goods  must  now  be  sent  on  an  ulterior  des- 
tination. 

In  reply,  it  was  answered — Mr.  Constant  was  a  native  of  Swit- 
zerland, who  was  returning  to  that  country,  and  claimed  in  a  Swiss 
character.  The  original  destination  of  himself  and  his  property  was 
to  Switzerland  ;  but  when  he  was  brought  in,  and  detained  a  consi- 
derable time  in  prosecuting  his  claims,  the  public  events  that  took 
place  in  his  own  country,  as  well  as  other  private  connections  which 
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be   formed  in   England,  overruled   his  first   purpose,  and 
induced  *  him  to  settle  here.     The  goods  were  claimed,  and  [  70  *  ] 
restored  as  Swiss  property  destined  to  Ostend ;  and,  there- 
fore, the  original  contract  and  the  purpose  of  the  shipper  not  being 
fulfilled,  the  old  rule  fairly  applied.     Here  the  special  consideration 
is,  that  the  claimants  receive  their  goods  in  their  own  country,  and, 
according  to  their  own  petition,  in  the  very  port  to  which  they 
would  have  consigned  them  if  they  had  not  been  compelled  to  seek 
a  destination  to  Holland,  for  want  of  a  direct  conveyance  to  this 
country. 

JUDGME.NT. 

Sir  \V.  Scott.  This  is  a  question  of  freight,  in  which  I  have  to 
determine  whether  these  cargoes,  taken  before  hostilities  and  brought 
into  this  country,  should  pay  freight,  having  been  destined  to  another 
country,  under  the  original  contract.  Something  has  been  thrown 
out  in  argument,  as  if  the  case  of  the  British  proprietors  was  to  be 
more  favorably  considered,  because  this  being  a  seizure  prior  to  hos- 
tilities, the  prize  interest  vests  not  in  the  immediate  captor,  but  in 
the  crown,  and  because  the  captors  may  expect  to  receive  ample 
remuneration  from  the  bounty  of  the  crown.  Whether  the  con- 
denmation  of  these  ships  passes  to  the  crown  or  to  the  captors,  can 
certainlv  make  no  difference.  The  claimants  will  have  the  same 
right  against  the  private  captor  as  against  the  crown,  and  no  more. 
They  will  have  a  right  to  restitution  of  their  property  under  the 
relief  which  has  been  afforded  to  them  by  the  special  instructions  of 
the  crown.  Whether  the  freight  is  to  be  considered  as  a 
part  of  their  property,  is  the  *  question  now  to  be  deter-  [  *  71  ] 
mined.  If  that  has  accrued,  by  right  of  war,  to  another,  it 
is  not  their  property  undpr  these  instructions,  neither  are  they  at 
liberty  to  argue  on  any  conjecture  as  to  whiU  the  liberality  of  the 
crown  may  give  to  the  individual  captors ;  tvhether  the  whole,  or 
what  proportion,  is  a  matter  with  which  they  have  no  concern. 

There  arc  two  rules  on  this  subject,  ecjually  general :  The  first  is, 
that  if  goods  are  not  carriiyl  to  their  original  destination  within  the 
intention  of  the  contracting  parties,  freight  shall  not  be  due ;  and  on 
this  ground,  that  the  contract  not  being  completed,  either  in  sub- 
stance or  form,  the  •speculation  of  the  party  lias  not  been  productive. 
The  benefit  of  the  contract  is  lost,  and  the  i>arty  has  to  provide  ano- 
ther vehicle  to  carry  on  the  gocxls  to  the  port  of  their  destination. 
In  some  cases,  indeed,  it  may  happen  that  the  port  to  which  the 
goods  are  brought  may  prove  more  beneficial,  and  atlbrd  a  better 
market.  Bat  the  court  does  not  enter  into  the  minutia:  of  such  cal- 
▼OL.  ▼.  5 
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culations,  which  would  be  attended  with  great  trouble  in  the  inquiry 
and  much  uncertainty  in  the  result.  It  takes  the  presumption  aris- 
ing from  destination  only,  and  founds  upon  it  the  general  rule  that, 
in  such  a  case,  the  claimant  shall  receive  restitution  of  his  goods 
without  the  burden  of  freight.  The  other  rule,  equally  general,  is, 
that  when  the  contract  is  executed,  by  bringing  the  cargo  to  the 
place  of  destination,  the  captor,  to  whom  the  vessel  is  condemned, 
shall  be  entitled  to  the  freight  which  has  been  earned.  He  stands  in 
the  place  of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  and  is  held  entitled  to  the  price  of 
the  services  which  have  been  performed  in  the  execution  of 
[  •  72  ]  the  contract.  In  some  instances  it  may  prove  *  disadvanta- 
geous to  the  claimant ;  and  it  is  certainly  a  clear  inconve- 
nience in  all  cases  to  be  obliged  to  receive  the  goods  under  the  pro- 
cess of  a  Prize  Court,  subject  to  the  expenses  which  may  have  been 
incurred,  or  to  the  delay  of  further  proof,  -  instead  of  taking  them 
with  more  facility  in  the  course  of  their  original  consignment.  But 
on  the  same  principle  the  court  declines,  on  this  side  also,  to  enter 
into  a  minute  estimate  of  these  circumstances,  which  must  in  every 
case  branch  out  into  particulars  of  infinite  variety.  It  constructs  a 
general  rule  on  the  same  grounds  of  presumption  which  it  assumes 
on  the  other  side,  and  decrees  freight  to  be  paid  to  the  captor,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  the  goods  had  been  delivered  under  the  original 
consignment.  These  are  two  classes  of  cases,  and  the  question  is, 
under  which  class  the  present  case  falls,  or  whether  it  may  not  form 
a  third  and  distinct  class,  founded  on  peculiar  circumstances,  and 
requiring  a  rule  not  strictly  applicable,  on  the  same  precise  ground, 
to  either  of  the  other  two.  What  are  the  facts  ?  The  claims  were 
given  by  persons  of  this  country,  on  a  representation  that  these 
goods  were  going  on  a  destination  which  was  obtruded  on  them  by 
the  narrow  policy  of  Holland ;  that,  having  themselves  elected  this 
country,  as  the  most  eligible  country  for  importation,  they  were  com- 
pelled to  send  their  goods  to  Holland,  though  with  the  final  intention 
on  their  own  parts  to  have  these  goods  remitted,  either  in  specie  or 
in  proceeds,  to  this  country,  as  the  country  to  which  they  would 
immediately  have  consigned  them,  if  at  liberty  so  to  do.  Now  I 
cannot  but  think  that  this  fact  forms  a  material  fundamental  basis 
for  the  rule  which  is  proper  to  be  applied  to  such  cases ;  for 
[  *  73  ]  although  the  voyage  has  *  not  been  precisely  that  described 
in  the  contract,  it  is  that  which  the  parties  themselves 
would  have  elected,  if  not  prevented  and  diverted  by  the  overruling 
policy  of  the  foreign  country.  As  to  what  is  said  of  the  disadvan- 
tages which  the  claimants  may  have  sustained,  the  court  enters  not 
into  such  considerations,  and  for  the  reasons  described.     It  is  not  in 
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tbe  habit  of  doing  it,  in  cases  falling  under  either  of  the  general 
rales  which  I  have  mentioned.  Indeed  the  parties  are,  in  a  great 
measure,  stopped  from  averring  that  the  arrival  in  this  country  is 
not  beneficial  to  them,  by  having  framed  their  application  on  a  pre- 
vious averment,  of  their  wish  and  final  determination  to  have 
brought  the  produce  hither  if  they  had  not  been  restrained.  They 
must  be  presumed  to  have  formed  this  determination  on  a  view  of 
all  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  that  were  likely  to  proceed 
from  it  At  the  same  time,  though  I  will  not  enter  minutely  into 
the  question,  I  cannot  but  observe  that  they  have  received  restitu- 
tion in  their  own  ports  under  their  own  eye,  and  where  the  delivery 
has  been  in  London,  in  a  port  which  has  been  the  great  depot  of 
articles  of  this  kind  for  some  years,  and  may  be  supposed,  therefore, 
to  be  a  port  eminently  beneficial.  As  to  what  is  said  of  the  delay 
or  expense  of  obtaining  possession  through  litigation,  those  inconve- 
niences are  not  more  than  may  be  imputed  to  other  cases  falling 
under  the  old  rules.  Once  for  all,  on  that  subject  it  cannot  be 
expected  that  the  merchant,  in  time  of  war,  should  obtain  possession 
of  his  goods  seized  with  exactly  the  same  convenience  as  he  would 
have  done  under  the  original  consignment  in  time  of  peace,  and 
when  none  of  the  accidents  of  war  had  intervened  to  interrupt  the 
delivery. 

*  Looking  at  the  substance  of  the  case,  and  seeing  that  [  *  74  ] 
the  parties  have  obtained  restitution  in  their  own  country, 
and,  generally,  in  the  very  port  which  they  would  have  elected  if 
they  had  not  been  diverted  by  overruling  necessity,  I  think  it  may 
be  considered  as  coming  under  the  second  rule,  or,  if  not  under  that, 
under  another  resting  on  nearly  the  same  principles.  The  case  of 
The  Etrusco,  which  has  been  cited,  was  a  case  of  a  ship  that  had 
come  from  the  East  Indies,  almost  to  the  port  of  her  destination, 
which  was  Ostend.  The  claimant  was  a  Swiss  gentleman,  who  was 
brought  hither  solely  in  consequence  of  the  capture,  and  who  was 
afterwards  induced  to  settle  in  this  country  by  circumstances  of  a 
private  and  domestic  nature.  That  case,  therefore,  bears  no  real 
resemblance  to  this.  It  would  have  been  precisely  a  parallel  case  if, 
by  any  physical  possibility,  the  ship  and  goods  could  have  gone  to 
Switzerland,  or  if  the  parties  could  and  would  have  sent  them  there 
if  not  obstructed  by  the  authority  of  a  hostile  power.  If  either  of 
these  cases  could  have  happened,  will  anybody  say  that  freight 
would  not  have  been  decreed  ?  In  that  particular  case,  the  Court  of 
Appeal  would  not  enter  into  the  subsequent  history  of  the  claimanti 
tboogh  it  is  impossible  not  to  remember  that  a  good  deal  of  commi- 
termtion  mixed  itself  with  the  considerations  on  which  that  judgment 
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was  formed.  On  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  applying  only  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  class  of  cases,  and  not  to  be  made  a  ground 
of  experiment  for  similar  demands  in  other  cases,  not  attended  with 
the  same  original  facts  on  which  this  case  is  to  be  decided,  —  not 

because  the  result  in  coming  to  these  ports  may  have  been 
[  *  75  ]  more  beneficial  to  the  parties,  but  *  because  the  intention  of 

the  parties,  as  they  have  themselves  stated  it,  has  been  sub- 
stantially fulfilled,  and  the  goods  have  been  delivered  to  their  posses- 
sion in  the  very  country^  to  which  they  would  have  wished  them  to 
have  come,  —  I  pronounce  these  to  be  cases  in  which  freight  is  due. 


Toe  Freya,  Jordt 
December  20, 1803. 

Damage  sustained  during  quarantine,  owing  to  the  unsuitable  nature  of  the  place  assigned 

for  quarantine,  repaired  by  goyemment. 

Tnls  was  the  case  of  a  demand  for  damages,  on  the  part  of  a 
Danish  vessel  captured  on  a  voyage  from  Cette  to  Amsterdam,  and 
brought  to  Dover.  On  arrival  at  Dover,  it  became  necessary  that 
the  ship  should  perform  quarantine  before  she  could  be  admitted  into 
the  harbor.  The  place  assigned  for  this  purpose  proved  unfit  for  a 
vessel  of  her  form,  and  it  appeared  that  the  master  had  represented  , 
the  structure  of  his  vessel  as  requiring  a  particular  berth,  and  had 
received  a  promise  that  she  should  be  laid  in  flat  water. 

On  these  facts,  the  Court  said  that  no  blame  attached  to  the  cap- 
tors in  this  case ;  but  since  it  had  happened  to  a  neutral  vessel, 
brought  in  by  force,  that  an  unsuitable  place  for  quarantine  had  been 
assigned,  and   that  the  vessel   had  received   considerable 
[  *  76  ]  injury  from  that  *  circumstance,  it  seemed  but  proper  that 
the  matter  should  be  represented  to  government  as  a  da- 


1  On  the  claims  restored  to  foreign  merchants  no  freight  was  paid.  Hoop,  June 
15th.  In  the  case  of  The  Vrouw  Henrietta,  23d  Alarch,  on  the  claim  of  Mr.  Ancrum, 
a  merchant  of  London,  a  distinction  was  taken  that  the  goods  were  not  brought  to 
London,  but  were  unlivcred  at  Plymouth,  and,  therefore,  that  they  had  not  been 
brought  to  the  claimant's  own  port.  The  court  overruled  the  distinction,  and  held 
that  parcel  of  goods  to  be  equally  subject  to  freight    [2  Gall.  293.] 
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mage  fit  to  be  redressed  from  that  quarter ;  since  it  had  happened 
under  the  management  of  the  public  officers  of  the  port,  though 
without  any  misconduct  imputable  to  them. 


The  Spes,  Cornelis,  and  The  Irene,  Lubben.^ 

January  10,  1804. 

Blockade  of  the  Elbe.  Directions  of  the  owner,  re8pe(<Ung  the  probable  continnance  of  the 
blorkade,  will  not  jtutifjr  a  ship  in  coming  to  the  month  of  the  blockaded  port  for 
inqnirr.' 

This  was  a  case  of  two  vessels  proceeded  against  and  condemned 
for  a  violation  of  the  blockade  of  the  Elbe.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kingfs  Advocate  stated  —  That  it 
appeared  in  evidence  that  the  owner  of  the  vessels  was  conusant  of 
the  blockade,  but  that  he  nevertheless  wrote  to  the  master  informing 
him  of  it,  and  directing  him  to  continue  his  course  till  he  was  warned 
and  turned  away ;  that  the  vessel  sailed  accordingly  for  the  Elbe,  and 
was  captured  in  the  attempt  to  enter  that  river  by  one  of  the  block- 
ading frigates. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence.     The  blockade,  under  which  these 
proceedings  arise,  is  of  a  very  peculiar  nature,  being  imposed  not 
against  the  trade  of  Hamburg,  but  upon  the  mouth  of  the  river  Elbe, 
owing  to  the  possession  which  the  enemy  had  taken  of  the  adjacent 
country.     The*  novelty  of  such  an  event,  and  the  peculiarity  of  its 
nature,  may  justly  entitle  the  parties  to  an  interpretation  of  their 
conduct  very  different  from  what  might  attach  upon  them 
if  the   case   *  had  arisen  on  the  violation  of  a  blockade  [  *  77  ] 
imposed  on  the  ports  of  the  enemy.     In  such  a  case,  the 
neutral  merchant  would  have  no  excuse  for  engaging  in  premature 
and  unauthorized  speculations  on  the  termination  of  such  a  block- 


i  [AAnned  on  appeal,  21st  July  and  4th  August,  1807.] 

•  [The  Betwy,  1  C.  Rob.  332  •  The  Shcphtnleas,  :>  C.  RoU.  262 ;  The  Dispatch, 
1  Acton,  193 ;  l'  Duer  on  Ins.  Lect  VII.  Note  I.] 

'  TW  Bociiication  of  the  blockade  of  the  Elbe  appeared  in  the  Gazette  28th  June, 
180 J ;  W«8r,  nth  Joly ;  Uarre,  6th  September. 

5* 
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ade ;  but,  in  the  present  ease,  a  blockade  against  the  enemy  in  the 
interior  might  be  presumed  not  to  be  coextensive  in  its  conse- 
quences and  equally  permanent  with  a  blockade  imposed  on  the 
enemy's  own  ports.  It  might  be  expected  to  be  of  short  duration, 
and  such  was  the  general  opinion  at  the  time.  Notice  had  been 
given  in  June.  The  vessel  did  not  sail  from  Archangel  till  Novem- 
ber. In  the  intermediate  time,  and  at  that  distance,  there  was  ample 
room  to  suppose  that  the  blockade  had  been  removed ;  and  intelli- 
gence to  this  effect  was  given  to  the  master  by  the  Hamburg  consul 
at  Archangel,  and  transmitted  also  from  his  owners  at  Hamburg. 
In  such  an  uncertain  state  of  things,  the  contingent  orders  given  to 
the  master  were  nothing  more  than  have  already  been  allowed  to 
American  vessels,  sailing  under  an  ignorance  of  what  may  be  the 
state  of  public  affairs  in  Europe.  The  orders  to  go  to  Norway,  on 
the  first  intimation  of  the  continuance  of  the  blockade,  must  be 
taken,  also,  as  part  of  the  instructions ;  and  if  obeyed,  as  it  appears 
they  were  by  the  declaration  of  the  master,  who,  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  said  he  was  going  to  Norway,  they  would  have  the  effect  of 
removing  all  actual  as  well  as  all  intentional  offence,  and  entitle  the 
parties  to  the  benefit  of  a  deviation. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  These  cases  stand  upon  one  ground, 
[  *7S  ]  being  the  cases  of  ships  belonging  to  the  same  *  owner, 
going  from  Archangel,  with  an  avowed  purpose  of  entering 
the  Elbe.  The  master  of  The  Irene  had,  as  it  appears,  received  a 
letter  from  his  owner,  giving  notice  of  the  blockade,  but  expressing 
an  opinion,  that  it  would  not  be  of  long  continuance.  Under  this 
expectation  he  was  directed  to  proceed  on  his  intended  destination, 
to  come  off  the  Elbe,  and  to  inquire  whether  the  river  jvas  then  under 
blockade  or  not.  It  has  been  contended,  that  the  blockade  of  the 
Elbe  is  to  be  considered  on  difTerent  principles  from  those  that  are 
applied  to  other  blockades,  inasmuch  as  it  is  a  blockade  not  imposed 
upon  the  country,  but  on  the  enemy  in  the  interior;  that  it  was 
directed  principally  against  the  enemy ;  and  that  it  is  only  incident- 
ally, and  by  unavoidable  consequence,  that  the  trade  of  the  neutral 
neighborhood  is  made  subject  to  it.  This  representation  is  to  a  great 
extent  true,  and  may,  under  circumstances  that  admit  of  any  latitude 
of  interpretation,  entitle  the  parties  to  all  the  indulgent  considerations 
that  can  fairly  be  applied  to  their  case.  But  all  the  general  conse- 
quences of  such  a  blockade  must  be  supposed  to  have  been  duly  con- 
sidered by  the  government  imposing  it;  and  when  the  measure  is 
once  applied,  the  court  is  under  the  necessity  of  enforcing  it,  on  the 
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only  principles  on  which  any  other  blockade  ever  has  been,  or  can  be 
established  Were  the  court  disposed  to  desert  those  principles,  and 
to  wander  into  new  speculations  respecting  blockades,  I  do  not  observe, 
that  the  gentlemen  have  even  suggested  the  new  principles  on  which 
it  could  act  The  court  is,  therefore,  under  the  necessity  of  applying 
the  same  general  principles  on  which  all  former  decisions 
on  this  right  of  war  have  been  *  founded ;  though  in  so  doing,  [  *  79  ] 
it  would  be  disposed,  undoubtedly,  to  apply  them  leniently, 
and  with  attention  to  every  circumstance  that  could  entitle  the  par- 
ties to  favorable  considerations.  Then  what  are  the  facts  ?  These 
ships  had  both  received  notice  from  the  owner,  that  the  Elbe  was,  at 
that  time,  in  a  state  of  blockade.  It  has  been  said,  that  no  such 
intelligence  had  been  received  from  the  consul  of  the  state  of  Ham- 
burg ;  though  I  must  presume  it  had,  because,  as  the  notification  was 
made  to  the  consul  here,  it  was  his  duty  to  make  the  communication 
to  the  consuls  of  his  government  in  foreign  ports.  And  as  the  inform- 
ation had  arrived  at  Hamburg,  and  had  been  actually  communi- 
cated from  thence  to  Archangel,  by  private  channels,  the  same  com- 
munication must  be  supposed  to  have  been  made  from  public  author- 
ity to  the  public  minister ;  or,  if  not,  if  there  had  been  any  neglect, 
the  consequence  must  be  imputed  only  to  the  state,  and  its  oflicers, 
who  are  answerable  to  tlieir  subjects  for  the  consequence  of  their 
neijlcct.  It  is  said  indeed,  that  tlie  masters  received  contrary  inform- 
ation from  their  consul,  and  that  they  were  told  by  him  that  the 
blockade  was  raised ;  though  the  averment  does  not,  I  perceive,  dis- 
tinctly state  that,  as  appears  by  the  evidence  in  this  very  case,  but 
only  that  it  would  be  raised  before  they  arrived.  Had  the  informa- 
tion been  more  positive,  it  would  be  dilFicult  to  attribute  to  it  any 
such  effect  as  would  serve  to  the  indemnification  of  these  parties.  If 
this  conjectural  information  at  Archangel  prove  false,  they  must  look 
for  redress  to  their  own  government,  or  to  those  employed  under  it, 
who  gave  such  erroneous  intelligence.  If  the  information 
of  •foreign  ministers  could  be  deemed  sullicient  to  exempt  a  [  *  80  ] 
party  from  all  pen«ilty,  there  would  be  no  end  of  such  excuses. 
Courts  of  justice  are  compelled,  I  think,  to  hold  as  a  principle  of 
neccdsary  c*aution,  that  the  misinformation  of  a  foreign  minister  can- 
not be  received,  as  a  justilication  for  sailing  in  actual  breach  of  an 
existing  blockade.  The  letters  of  the  owner  inform  the  masters  that 
the  blockade  would  probably  be  at  an  end  before  they  arrived,  and 
direct  them  to  proceed  for  the  Elbe.  Are  these  the  orders  which 
owners  ought  to  have  given  ?  I  think  not.  The  neutral  merchant 
i»  not  to  speculate  on  the  greater  or  less  probability  of  the  termina- 
tion of  a  blockade,  to  send  his  vessels  to  the  very  mouth  of  the  river, 
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and  say,  if  you  do  not  meet  with  the  blockading  force,  enter ;  if  you 
do,  ask  a  warning,  and  proceed  elsewhere.  Who  does  not  at  once 
perceive  the  frauds  to  which  such  a  rule  would  be  introductory.  The 
true  rule  is,  that  after  the  knowledge  of  an  existing  blockade,  you 
are  not  to  go  to  the  very  station  of  blockade  under  pretence  of 
inquiry.  It  is  contended,  however,  on  this  point,  that  the  parties  are 
entitled  to  the  same  equity  as  was  allowed  to  American  vessels  dur- 
ing the  last  war.^  But  what  was  that?  That  ships  sailing  from 
America,  before  the  knowledge  of  the  blockade  had  reached  Americai 
should  be  entitled  to  a  notice,  even  at  the  blockaded  port ;  and  that 
ships  sailing  afterwards,  might  sail  on  a  contingent  destination,  even 
to  that  port,  with  the  purpose  of  calling  at  some  British  port,  or  at 
some  neutral  port  for  information ;  and  that  they  should  be  allowed 

the  benefit  of  such  a  contingent  destination  to  be  ascer^ 
[  *  81  ]  tained  and  rendered  definite,  by  the  information  *  which 

they  should  receive  in  Europe.  But  in  no  case  was  it 
held  that  they  might  sail  to  the  mouth  of  a  blockaded  port  to  inquire 
whether  a  blockade,  of  which  they  had  received  previous  folrmal 
notice,  was  still  in  existence  or  not.  If  particular  parties  are  inno- 
cent in  their  intention,  it  is  still  a  measure  of  necessary  caution,  and 
of  preventive  legal  policy,  to  hold  the  rule  general  against  the  liberty 
of  inquiring  at  the  very  mouth  of  the  blockaded  port,  which  would 
amount  in  practice  to  a  universal  license  to  attempt  to  enter,  and,  on 
being  prevented,  to  claim  the  liberty  of  going  elsewhere.  It  is  next 
contended,  that  the  master,  on  being  brought  to,  said  that  he  was  not 


1  [The  Betsey,  1  C.  Rob.  S34 ;  The  Dispatch,  1  Acton,  163 ;  The  Adelwde,  8  C. 
Rob.  282.  The  United  States  have  made  treaty  stipulations  respecting  blockades  with 
the  following  countries : —                                                                              • 

Brazil,                    viii.  Stat,  at  Large  894 

Central  America,    viii.  "        "  880 

Chili,                        viii.  "        " 487,488 

Ecuador,                 viii.  "        "  542 

France,                   viii.  "        "  184 

Great  Britain,        viii.  "        "  126 

Greece,                   viii.  "        "  606 

Guatemala,                x.  "        "  

Mexico,                   viii.  "        "  418 

New  Grenada,         ix.  "        "  890, 891 

Peru,                         X.  "        "  

Peru,  Bolivia,         viii.  "        "  491 

Prussia,                   viii.  **        "  884 

Sardinia,                 viii.  "        "  616 

Sweden,                 viii.  "        "  240,866 

Venezuela,             viii.  "        "  476 
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going  to  a  blockaded  port,  but  that  he  would  go,  in  obedience  to  his 
instructions,  to  a  port  in  Norw^ay,  and,  therefore,  that  the  claimant  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  deviation.  But  this  comes  too  late ;  he 
was  taken  in  the  act  of  going  towards  the  blockaded  port.  The  act 
is,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  taken  as  completed  by  the  attempt.  If  the 
owners  are  innocent,  they  must,  in  law,  be  bound  by  the  indiscretion 
of  their  agent  But  this  is  not  a  case  of  persons  suffering  merely  by 
the  misconduct  of  their  agents.  The  owners  here  are  directly  impli-  . 
catcd  by  the  instructions  which  they  themselves  have  given.  It  may 
fall  hardly  upon  them,  but  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  pronounce,  that 
there  would  be  no  principle,  upon  which  a  blockade  could  be  enforced, 
if  such  excuses  as  these  were  to  be  admitted ;  and  that  these  vessels 
are  subject  to  condemnation. 


•  The  Twilling  Riget,  Metz.^  [  *  82  ] 

Januon'  11,  1804. 

FrtiphL  at  what  rate  chorpcablo,  on  captors,  for  a  carj;o  condemned.  Not  necessarily  to  be 
taken  at  the  chartered  price,  as  ruUcd  by  considerations  of  danger,  and  ditKcultics,  arising 
out  of  the  war. 

This  was  a  case  on  objection  to  the  registrar's  report,  respecting 
the  amount  of  freight  that  was  to  be  paid  to  this  vessel  and  several 
other  !-hips,  under  a  decree  of  restitution  with  freight.  They  were 
ships  that  had  been  captured  on  a  voyage  from  Batavia  to  Copenha- 
gen, under  an  aflreightmeiit  to  Mr.  DeC'oninck,  and  employed  in 
tran^i>orting  to  Europe  the  (juantity  of  Batavian  produce  which  that 
gentleman  had  purchased  under  contmct  with  the  Dutch  East  India 
Company.      TiV/t*  Adm.  Rep.  vol.  4,  p.  121,  [4  C\  Rob.  121.] 

The  act  of  court  set  forth,  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  that  the  ship 
bad  been  charteri'd  at  Copenhagen,  in  June,  1798,  to  perform  a  voy- 
age to  Batavia,  in  ballast,  and  back  to  Coi>enIiagen,  with  a  cargo,  at 
ibc  freight  of  60,000  dollars,  being  equal  to  about  120  rix  dollars  per 
ion.  In  the  report,  the  n»gistnir  and  merchants  were  disposed  to 
coDsider  this  freight  as  above  the  just  rate,  and  allowed  only  what 
other  ships  appeared  to  have  contracted  for,  about  the  same  time, 


1  Late  war. 
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ninety -five  dollars  per  ton.  The  freight  was  calculated  at  that  rate, 
on  the  burden  of  365  tons,  whereas  it  was  stated  as  a  material  objec- 
tion, that  the  tonnage  in  the  East  India  trade  is  not  confined  to  the 
ship-builder's  measurement,  but  that  there  is  an  option  allowed,  of 
taking  either  that  measurement,  or  another  known  rule,  according  to 
the  proportionate  bulk  and  weight  of  certain  articles. 

[  *  83  ]       *  On  this  point,  Laurence  and  Robinson.     The  principle 
of  allowing  to  neutral  ships  their  freight  must  necessarily  be 
taken  with  reference   to  the  actual  afireightment  under  which  they 
were  employed,  unless  that  contract  can  be  impeached  as  firaudo- 
lent,  or  as  so  extravagant  as  to  be   utterly  irreconcilable  with  the 
general  course  of  commerce  at  that  time.     In  this  case,  it  is  not 
attempted  to  impeach  the  terms  on  any  such  grounds.     A  third  part 
of  the  price  has  actually  been  paid ;  and  it  is  certified  by  Mr.  DeCo- 
ninck,  who  has  no  interest  in  this  question,  that  the  terms  were  the 
lowest  terms  which  he  was  at  that  time  able  to  procure.     It  is  how- 
ever said,  that,  in  the  September  preceding,  he  had  chartered  two 
other  ships,  at  the  rate  of  ninety-five  dollars  per  ton ;  and  because 
those  cases  happened  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  registrar  and 
the  merchants,  that  price  is  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  calculation, 
although  it  is  notorious  that  nothing  in  trade  is  liable  to  greater 
fluctuation  than  the  price  of  freight,  according  to  the  demand  for 
shipping,  and  a  thousand  other  circumstances  that  may  affect  the 
market.     A  second  material  objection  to  the  report  is,  that  the  regis- 
trar and  merchants  have  taken  the  tonnage  at  the  ship-builder's  ad- 
measurement only,  without  reference  to  the  mode  on  which  freight  is 
calculated  in  the  East  India  trade,  by  which  this  ship  did  actually 
carry  504  tons.     For  instance,  it  appears  to  be  the  course  of  this 
trade  in  Denmark,  that,  when  ships  are  chartered  by  the  ton,  an 
option  of  estimating  the  freight  is  always  allowed  to  the  master,  to 
take  it  either  at  2,000  lbs.  weight,  or  at  thirty-seven  cubic  feet ;  that 
some  articles,  such  as  sugar,  tin,  and  wood,  are  usually 
[*84]    charged  by  weight,  whilst  other  articles  are  usually  •reck- 
oned by  cubic  feet  measurement,  and  the  result  is,  according 
to  Mr.  DeConinck's  affidavit,  that  coffee  and  pepper  make  about 
1,380,  or  1,385  lbs.  per  ton,  but  never  so  high  as  1,400 ;  that  of  cotton- 
yarn,  thirty-seven  cubic  feet  weigh  only  800  lbs. ;  that  this  article  cannot 
be  reckoned  at  more  than  800  lbs.;  and  that  other  goods,  as  well  spices 
as  indigo  and  camphor,  produced  about  1,000  lbs.  per  ton.     The  court 
asked,  whether  the  report  had  been  firamed  with  any  reference  to  this 
mode  of  calculation,  and  on  being  informed  that  it  had  not,  directed 
the  report  to  be  reconsidered  under  the  observations,  which  were  fully 
stated  in  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  DeConinck. 
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On  the  other  point,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  the 
registrar  and  mcschants  were  by  no  means  bound  to  adhere  to  the 
charter-party  in  the  allowance  of  freight,  even  when  no  imputation 
of  fraud  or  improvident  extravagance  could  be  fixed  upon  it ;  that 
when  the  price  of  freight  was  much  enhanced  by  the  difficulties  and 
perils  of  war,  or  by  a  mode  of  navigation  arising  out  of  particular 
speculations  of  interest,  ships  engaging  in  such  hazardous  or  peculiar 
tnde,  were  not  at  liberty  to  charge  to  the  captors  the  rate  of  freight 
wbidi  they  might,  under  very  honest  intentions,  have  contracted  to 
receive  from  the  owner  of  the  cargo ;  that  this  was  decided  in  the 
case  of  the  corn  ships,  in  the  beginning  of  the  last  war,  and  in  the 
provision-ships  from  America,  which  had  contracted  for  a  profit  of 
near  eighty  per  cent,  owing  to  the  distress  of  France,  but  yet  no  more 
than  a  reasonable  profit  was  allowed ;  that  the  course  of 
trade  in  which  the  ships  were  engaged,  in  the  present  *  case,  [  *85  ] 
was  as  little  entitled  to  be  favorably  considered  as  any  could 
be,  since  they  had  been  engaged  in  a  course  of  trade  wholly  unknown 
to  them  before,  to  convey  to  Europe  the  produce  of  the  Dutch  settle- 
ments of  Batavia,  sold  under  a  contract  which  the  court  had  already 
prououDced  to  be  illegal. 

Jri>GMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  It  is  agreed  on  all  sides,  that  these  cases  must  go 
•gain  before  the  registrar  and  merchants,  to  be  reconsidered,  on  the 
objections  that  are  made  to  the  mode  of  calculating  the  burden.  It 
will,  tbercforr,  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  say  much  on  that  point,  or 
to  give  any  precise  judgment  upon  the  case  at  large,  because,  if  it 
should  happen  that  they  see  occasion  to  make  a  larger  allowance  on 
that  score,  it  is  probable  that  the  difference  between  the  parties  may 
ao  longer  be  very  material.  At  the  same  time,  I  will  say,  that  I  per- 
fectly accede  to  the  principle  that  has  been  advanced,  in  support  of 
tbe  rale,  on  which  the  registrar  and  merchants  have  proceeded,  that 
tbe  charter-party  is  not  the  measure  by  which  the  captor  in  all  cases 
is  bound,  even  where  no  fraud  is  imputed  to  the  contract  itself. 
When,  by  tbe  events  of  war,  navigation  is  rendered  so  hazardous  as 
ID  raise  tbe  price  of  freight  to  an  extraordinary  height,  captors  are 
wot  necessarily  bound  to  that  inflamed  rate  of  freight.  When  no 
such  circnmstance  exists,  when  a  ship  is  carrying  on  an  ordinary 
trade,  the  charter-party  is  undoubtedly  the  rule  of  valuation,  unless 
impeached ;  the  captor  puts  himself  in  the  place  of  the  owner  of  the 
cargOiaiid  takes  with  that  specific  lien  upon  it  But  a  very 
diflereat  role  is  to  be  *  applied,  when  the  trade  is  subjected  [  *  86  ] 
to  extiaoidiiiary  risk  and  hazard,  from  its  connection  with 
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the  events  of  war,  and  the  redoubled  activity  and  success  of  the 
belligerent  cruisers.     It  appears  to  me,  that  this  is  ^  case  of  that  kind ; 
and  it  may  not  be  improper  to  advert  a  little  to  the  nature  of  the 
commerce  in  which  this  ship  was  engaged,  in  the  performance  of  a 
contract  which  has  been  deemed  illegal,  both  in  this  court,  and  in  the 
Court  of  Appeal.     In  such  a  service,  it  could  not  but  have  been  con- 
sidered as  an  adventure  of  some  hazard,  to  send  ships  on  a  new  and 
experimental  trade,  which  was,  in  its  effect,  to  put  Mr.  DeConinck 
into  the   place   of  the  Dutch  East  India  Company.     The  owners 
would  naturally  look  for  their  indemnification  in  an  advanced  freight, 
in  terms  which  might  not  be  in  any  degree  unfair  or  unreasonable 
between  the  parties,  considered  as  the  premiums  of  a  voyage  emi- 
nently hazardous  on  account  of  its  illegality,  as  against  the  rights  of 
this  country.     Mr.  DeConinck  also  might  look  for  his  indemnifica- 
tion to  the  Dutch  East  India  Company,  in  the  price  at  which  he  had 
obtained  this  contract,  in  consequence  of  their  distress.     Considera- 
tions of  this  nature  might  render  it  a  real  and  fair  contract  between 
the  parties ;  but  the  freight,  as  a  burden  upon  the  English  captor, 
does  not  come  loaded  with  all  these  considerations,  none  of  which 
apply  to  bim.     The  cases  of  the  corn  ships  do,  I  think,  bear  a  fair 
analogy  to  this  case.     I  remember  well,  that  in  those  cases,  a  paper 
was  thrown  on  this  table,  stating  the  price  not  to  be  unreasonable, 
under  the  o))inion  of  some  of  the  most  respectable  merchants 
[  *  87  ]   of  this  town,  that  such  would  be  the  *  price  paid  by  the 
French  consignee  under  the  then  distressed  state  of  the 
French  market.     But  the  court  said,  that  they  mistook  the  principle, 
and  were  deciding  a  question  of  law,  namely,  that  the  captor  was  in  all 
cases  bound  to  stand  to  the  chartered  price,  if  not  impeached  by  the 
real  prices  of  the  market.     The  principle  of  that  decision  is  not,  in 
my  opinion,  improperly  pressed  into  the  present  case ;  and  it  does 
sufficiently  confirm  the  general  position,  that  captors  are  not  in  all 
cases  bound  by  the  terms  of  the  charter-party,  though  they  may  not 
be  colorable,  or  liable  to  any  imputation  of  fraud.     At  the  same  time, 
the  registrar  and  merchants  will  not  depart  from  the  charter-party 
without  good  cause,  and  without  looking  on  all  sides  for  information. 
Something  has  been  thrown  out,  in  argument,  as  if  they  had  looked 
no  farther  than  to  the  two  particular  cases,  in  which  a  freight  of 
ninety-five  dollars  per  ton   has  appeared  to  have  been  the  freight 
stipulated  for  a  similar  voyage  in  Copenhagen,  about  the  same  time. 
I  cannot  suppose  that  to  be  the  case.    On  the  contrary,  knowing  their 
experience  in  matters  of  trade,  their  opportunities  of  information,  and 
the  strict  sense  which  they  entertain  of  their  duty  to  the  court,  and 
to  the  public,  I  am  to  suppose  that  they  look  abroad  on  all  sides,  to 
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obtain  all  possible  information  that  may  enable  them  to  do  justice 
between  the  parties.  I  consider  their  report  not  as  an  opinion, 
formed  only  with  a  reference  to  those  two  cases  of  Mr.  DeConinck, 
but  as  the  result  of  deliberate  inquiries,  by  which  they  were  led  to 
consider  this  allowance  as  an  adequate  freight  for  such  a  voyage, 
under  all  the  circumstances  that  were  fairly  applicable  to  it. 
•  Affirming  the  general  principle,  I  shall  refer  the  report  back  [  *  88  ] 
for  their  reconsideration  J 


The  Lndustrie,  Rolff.* 

January  21,  1804. 

Ezpeues  of  anlirerj  and  appraisement,  how  monbftlled  under  the  circumstances  of  this 

case. 

This  was  a  question  respecting  the  expenses  of  unlivery  and  ware- 
housing, namely,  on  whom  they  should  fall. 

Kinffs  Advocate.  In  this  case  there  has  been  a  necessity  for 
fanhfT  proof  to  obtain  restitution  of  the  cargo,  which  fully  justifies 
the  seizure,  and  made  it  necessary  that  the  cargo  should  be  unlivered, 
and  lodged  in  warehouses.  The  expenses  incurred  on  this  account 
can  fall  therefore  nowhere  but  on  the  property ;  that  is,  on  the 
claimant,  if  he  obtains  restitution ;  on  the  captor,  if  the  cargo  is 
eventually  condemned.  Such  has  been  the  practice  in 
numberless  *  instances,  and  no  objection  has  been  made  to  [  *  89  ] 
it.     This  consent  can  have  proceeded  only  from  the  general 


*  In  ilic  amcniled  report,  the  rcflristrar  and  merchants  formed  their  computation 
arronlinjr  to  the  tarilf  of  the  Ksist  India  Comp.iny,  for  the  re;rulation  of  frvijjhts  in 
Iiylia.  and  allowed  a  farther  sum.  On  this  mode  of  calculation,  also,  a  farther  objection 
vai  takrn  in  the  Kron  Printz,  that  it  ditl  not  aflbnl  an  adc(}uate  profit,  not  even  an 
indL-mnification  for  the  outfit,  and  other  ri:*ks  on  such  a  voyage.  That  the  moilo  of 
cak  alation  hy  a  projMjrtionatc  0:>tlmate  between  the  'weight  and  bulk  of  artitkvt  was 
■ow  »lmittiil  to  be  the  true  prin<*iplt',  acconlin;:  to  the  practice  of  the  East  India 
Comfjany,  though  the  allDtmcnt  of  weight  for  i-ubic  measun'inent  was  greater  accord- 
mz  to  that  tarifT.  than  in  the  calcuLition  a<lnptod  in  the  l)ani:<h  trade.  That  in  taking 
tkii  BMTC  iarormUc  calcuLition  sla  to  stowage,  the  report  should  luive  taken  at  tlie  same 
time  the  rate  of  freight  given  in  the  Ea:»t  hidia  Com]>any*d  trade,  which  w;itf  aliout 
£i$  per  too,  considerably  higher  than  the  rate  allowed  in  thid  rc])ort.  The  re;9ult  of 
tbute  oljeetioiis  will  be  noted,  when  they  are  finally  concluded. 

*  Late  wmr. 

TOU   T.  6 
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understanding  of  the  mercantile  world,  as  to  the  propriety  of  such 
allotment  Since  it  is  disputed,  however,  in  this  instance,  it  is 
hoped  that  the  court  will  sanction,  by  its  decree,  the  rule  which  has 
hitherto  prevailed  on  the  general  understanding  and  agreement  of 
parties. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence.  However  many  cases  may  have 
passed  by  consent  on  this  point,  the  court  will,  it  is  presumed,  pause 
a  little  before  it  gives  a  judicial  sanction  to  any  such  rule.  The 
captor  is  the  person  suing  out  the  commission  in  the  first  instance, 
and  if  he  is  at  liberty  to  do  this  at  the  expense  of  the  cargo,  he  may, 
in  many  instances,  collude  with  the  master  of  the  ship,  and  say, 
"  take  your  vessel,  and  be  gone,"  and  thus  send  away  the  person 
whose  duty  it  might  be  to  claim,  or  at  least  to  give  the  necessary 
information  to  the  correspondent  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  The 
cargo  will  be  detained  by  these  means  in  the  hands  of  the  agents  of 
the  captors  to  their  emolument.  The  captor  is  the  person  first 
charged  with  the  expense,  and  he  cannot  shift  it  off  on  the  claimant 
without  showing  that  it  was  specially  necessary  for  the  preservation 
of  the  cargo. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  the  case  of  a  cargo  purchased  in  the  colo- 
nies of  the  enemy,  —  a  trade  exposed  to  particular  suspicion, —  and 
in  which  the  same  degree  of  proof,  which  may  be  sufficient  in  ordinary 
cases,  may  not  always  be   satisfactory.     When  the  master  sailed 

from  Hamburg,  the  claimants  told  him  that  they  were  the 
[  *  90  ]   *  owners  of  the  cargo,  but  gave  him  no  instructions  to  claim 

for  them  in  case  of  capture.  On  being  brought  into  this  coun- 
try as  a  prize,  he  claimed  the  ship,  but  not  with  any  precipitation,  or  in 
any  such  manner  as  to  raise  the  slightest  suspicion  of  collusion.  The 
cargo  required  further  proof:  the  master  was  under  no  obligation  to 
stay  for  it,  nor  had  the  captor  any  right  to  detain  him,  or  to  make  a 
warehouse  of  his  ship.  "When  the  vessel  is  liberated,  the  cargo  must 
be  preserved  somewhere.  The  use  of  warehouses  becomes  absolutely 
necessary,  and  for  the  benefit  of  those  ultimately  entitled  to  the  pro- 
perty. Instead  of  being  a  measure  likely  to  lead  to  collusion  be- 
tween the  master  and  the  captor,  it  appears  to  me  to  be  no  inconsi- 
derable check  on  the  captor  that  he  should  have  this  heavy  expense 
to  pay,  if,  at  last,  he  obtains  condemnation.  He  would  rather  be 
induced  to  keep  the  ship  as  long  as  he  can.  At  present  I  shall 
abstain  from  laying  down  any  general  rule  upon  this  question,  with- 
out further  deliberation.     Under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the 
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expense  appears  to  have  been  incurred  from  a  necessity  arising  out 
of  the  cargo,  and  I  shall  decree  them  to  fall  as  a  charge  on  the  pro- 
perty.* 


The  Ocean,  Harmsen. 

January  27,  1804. 

merchant  fctUed  in  Holland  at  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities,  bnt  taking  earlj  mea- 
sures to  rcmore  —  restitution.* 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim  given  on  behalf  of  Mr.  F ^  a 

British-born  subject,  who  had  been  settled  as  a  merchant  in 
Flushing,  but  who,  on  the  appearance  of  •approaching  [*91] 
hostilities,  had   taken   means   to   remove  himself,  and  re- 
turn to  England.     The  affidavit  of  the  claimant  stated,  that  in  the 
month  of  July,  1803,  he  actually  efTected  his  escape,  and  returned  to 
this  country ;  that  he  had  actually  dissolved  his  partnership ;  and 
that  he  had  continued  to  reside  in  Holland  after  the  war,  only  under 
the  detention  so  unwarrantably  applied  to  all  Engli.shmen  resident  in 
the  country  of  the  enemy  at  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities. 

JUDGMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  claim  relates  to  the  situation  of  British  sub- 
jects settled  in  foreign  States  in  time  of  amity,  and  taking  early  mea- 
sures to  withdraw  themselves  on  the  breaking  out  of  war.  The 
affidavit  of  claim  states,  that  this  gentleman  had  been  settled  as  a 
partner  in  a  house  of  trade  in  Holland,  but  that  he  had  made  arrange- 
ments for  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  and  was  only  prevented 
from  removing  personally,  by  the  violent  detention  of  all  British 
8ubject9,  who  happened  to  be  within  the  territories  of  the  enemy  at 
the  breaking  out  of  the  war.  It  would,  I  think,  under  these  circum- 
stances, be  going  farther  than  the  principle  of  law  requires,  to  con- 
clude this  person,  by  his  former  occupation,  and  by  his  present  con- 
strained residence  in  France,  so  as  not  to  admit  him  to  have  taken 


>  In  the  case  of  the  Pegg}*,  March  8,  1804,  a  similar  decree  was  made,  that  the 
enpior  tboold  be  liable  to  the  marshal  for  the  expenses  of  appraisement  and  dnlivery, 
b«(  thM  1m  fhould  be  considereii  to  have  a  demand  against  the  goods  for  such  expenses, 
»  h«  rfau^ged  ratablf  on  all  the  property  restored. 

«  [The  ibip  FrmDcif,  1  Gall.  C17 ;  The  Diana,  5  C.  Rob.  60 ;  The  Venus,  8  Cranch, 
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himself  out  of  the  effect  of  supervening  hostilities,  by  the  means 
which  he  had  used  for  his  removal.  On  sufficient  proof  being 
made  of  the  property,  I  shall  be  disposed  to  hold  him  entitled  to 
restitution.^ 


[•92]     •The   Island  of  Trinidad,  and  its   Dependencies,  with 
The  Saint  Damaso,  captured  in  port,  and  other  ships  de- 
stroyed during  the  late  war. 

January  27,  1804. 

Joint  capture  in  the  surrender  of  Trinidad.^  Time  of  surrender  how  considered,  not  from 
the  first  negotiation  for  capitulation.  Whether  from  the  agreement  to  capitulate,  or  from 
the  formal  execution  of  the  articles,  quaere.  The  facts  in  this  case  did  not  render  it  neces- 
sary to  decide  that  point 

This  was  a  question  on  joint  capture,  as  to  the  right  of  several 
ships  to  share  in  the  capture  of  the  island  and  its  dependencies,  and 
also  in  a  Spanish  squadron,  captured  by  the  British  forces  under  the 
command  of  Admiral  Harvey  and  General  Sir  Ralpl^  Abercrombie. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  .  This  question  arises  on  the  capture  of  Trinidad, 
as  to  the  title  of  the  several  parties  to  share  in  the  property  taken  at 
land,  and  in  the  capture  of  one  vessel,  and  in  the  distribution  of  his 
Majesty's  bounty  on  the  destruction  of  others.  The  parties  claiming 
to  share  stand  on  very  different  grounds,  and  the  question  is,  which  of 
these  five  ships  are  entitled  to  any,  and  to  what  part  of  this  capture. 
The  claims  are  given  severally  on  the  part  of  The  Alfred,  Dictator, 
Bittern,  Zephyr,  and  Pelican.     It  appears  that  The  Zephyr  and  Peli- 


^  So  in  The  Doombaag,  restitution  was  decreed  to  A.  B.  removing  from  Holland,  of 
a  ship  and  parts  of  the  cargo  allotted  to  him  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  for 
the  purpose  of  his  removal.  The  situation  of  British  subjects  wishing  to  remove  from 
the  country  of  the  enemy  on  the  event  of  a  war,  but  prevented  by  the  sudden  inter- 
ruption of  hostilities  from  taking  measures  for  removing  sufliciently  early  to  enable 
them  to  obtain  restitution,  forms  not  unfrequently  a  case  of  considerable  hardship  in 
the  Prize  Court.  In  such  cases  it  would  bo  advisable  for  persons  so  situated,  on  their 
actual  relnoval,  to  make  application  to  government  for  a  special  pass,  rather  than  to 
hazard  valuable  property,  to  the  effect  of  a  mere  previous  intention  to  remove,  dubious 
as  that  intention  may  frequently  appear  under  the  circumstances  that  provent  it  from 
being  carried  into  execution. 

2  [For  cases  respecting  joint  captures  by  Tcsels,  sec  The  Nordstcm,  1  Acton,  128,  n.] 
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can  were  a  part  of  the  force  originally  destined  on  this  expedition, 
described  as  an  expedition  for  the  capture  of  the  island  of  Trinidad, 
and  the  destruction  of  a  Spanish  squadron  which  was 
known  to  •be  lying  there.  These  were  the  two  objects  of  [  *93  ] 
the  expedition ;  and  if  I  could  go  along  with  the  argument, 
and  consider  these  objects  as  inseparable,  and  as  forming  one  integral 
capture,  there  might  be  less  difficulty  in  determining  on  the  whole 
claim  of  these  two  ships.  The  island,  its  fort,  and  ammunition  stores, 
may  be  taken  as  one  definite  collected  thing ;  but  there  is  surely  a 
great  distinction  between  them  and  such  movables  as  a  squadron  of 
ships,  which  might  be  there  to-day  and  gone  to-morrow.  It  would, 
I  think,  be  a  great  deal  too  much  to  say,  that  the  capture  of  the  island 
is  necessarily  to  be  identified  with  the  capture  of  the  ships.  The 
proceeding  might  probably  be  different  for  the  reduction  of  these  two 
descriptions  of  force.  The  ships  might  be  taken  months  before  the 
island ;  and  if  the  captures  were  at  different  times,  they  would  stand 
on  very  different  considerations ;  and  it  would  by  no  means  follow 
that  The  Zephyr  and  The  Pelican  were  entitled  to  share  in  the  ships 
because  they  might  be  entitled  to  share  in  the  capture  of  the  body 
of  the  island.  Then  what  other  principle  is  there  on  which  the 
claim  of  these  ships,  as  to  The  St.  Damaso,  can  be  sustained  ?  It  is 
said  that  they  composed  part  of  the  original  force  sent  on  this  expe- 
dition, and  that  if  they  were  detached  on  any  collateral  purjiose  tend- 
ing to  the  common  service,  they  would  still  be  entitled  to  share.  I 
fear  the  facts  will  not  bear  out  the  position,  since  the  purpose  on 
which  The  Zephyr  separated  was,  to  chase  a  French  privateer,  which 
might  have  led  her  off  to  a  very  great  distance.  Can  it  be  contended, 
that,  if  the  transaction  had  taken  place  during  her  absence,  she  would 
have  been  entitled  to  share  ?  I  think  not.  If  the  detachment  had  been 
for  a  purpose  clearly  collateral,  such  as  the  fetching  provi- 
!»ion9  •  or  ammunition,  it  might  have  been  different ;  but  this  [  *  94  ] 
is  a  distinct  service  on  which  The  Zephyr  was  detached ;  and 
The  Pelican  separated  by  stress  of  weather,  and  had  in  effect  never 
joined  the  squadron.  The  necessary  facts,  therefore,  are  not  laid,  on 
which  the  principle  of  association  can  be  applied  to  their  case,  and  it 
will  be  utterly  impossible  to  sustain  their  claim  on  that  ground. 
Then  what  other  ground  is  there  ?  I  have  already  said,  that  the  cap- 
ture of  the  ships  is  not  to  be  identified  with  that  of  the  island ;  and 
therefore  if  it  is  contended  that  they  are  entitled  by  reason  of  having 
joined  the  squadron,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  junction  had  taken 
place  at  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  vessels ;  and  this  must  be 
made  oot  upon  clear  and  distinct  proof,  and  not  merely  upon  evidence 
of  a  "fmgait  and  conjectural  nature.     On  this  point  there  is  indeed  the 

6* 
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evidence  of  a  person,  to  whom  the  court  would  be  induced  to  pay- 
great  attention,  as,  to  other  distinguished  qualities,  he  adds  that  of  a 
mind  entirely  above  all  prepossession  or  bias.  This  gentleman,  Ad- 
miral Harvey,  states  it  "  to  be  his  opinion,  that  these  vessels  must 
have  been  in  sight  on  the  evening  before  the  ships  were  set  on  fire, 
and  The  St  Damaso  was  taken."  He  states  the  gr6unds  of  his  opi- 
nion, which  appear  to  be  perfectly  rational  and  just,  and  if  supported 
by  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  vessels  themselves,  they  might 
have  been  very  material.  But  the  court  is  bound  to  expect  that  the 
being  in  sight  should  be  proved  by  some  direct  evidence,  applying  to 
the  fact,  and  not  merely  by  opinion,  formed  upon  the  conjectures  of 
any  persons,  however  respectable  they  may  be.     The  result  of  the 

evidence  on  this  point  falls  very  short  of  the  necessary 
[  *  95  ]  effect.     Mr.  Ward  says  only,  that  "  when  *  they  joined,  they 

saw  the  remains  of  a  frigate  burning."  This  by  no  means 
proves  what  can  be  considered  as  a  presence  at  the  time  when  the 
destruction  of  some  ships,  and  the  capture  of  The  St.  Damaso  took 
place.  The  manner  in  which  the  witness  expresses  himself,  rather 
implies  that  they  had  been  already  destroyed;  and  it  would  be  a  con- 
struction very  wild  and  unwarrantable  to  hold,  that,  if  they  arrived 
whilst  the  ashes  were  smouldering,  they  would  still  be  in  time.  It  is 
said,  that  they  heard  the  explosion.  But  it  is  a  common  phrase,  not 
more  contemptible  for  being  common,  that  hearing  is  not  seeing;  the 
explosion  of  such  a  body  as  a  ship  of  war,  would  be  heard* to  a  stu- 
pendous distance.  It  is  a  well  known  fact,  that  in  the  famous  battle 
in  the  Downs,  the  explosion  was  heard  in  St.  James's  Park,  and  was 
made  the  foundation  of  a  mathematical  calculation  by  Sir  William 
Petty,  with  respect  to  the  velocity  of  the  progress  of  sound.  So  with 
regard  to  the  conflagration ;  the  atmosphere  would  be  illuminated  to 
a  prodigious  distance,  but  it  would  be  ludicrous  to  say  that  all  who 
were  within  the  reach  of  these  appearances  produced  by  the  fire  are 
to  be  taken,  in  law,  as  present  at  the  occurrence  itself.  As  to  The 
St  Damaso,  that  vessel  was  taken  afterwards,  without  conflagration 
or  explosion,  sub  silentio  and  sub  tenebris  both.  Upon  the  whole 
case  of  these  two  ships,  then,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  purpose  on 
which  they  had  separated  was  not  collateral  or  subservient  to  the 
general  design,  but  divergent  and  distinct ;  that  they  were  not  pre- 
sent at  the  capture  and  destruction  of  the  squadron ;  and  that  it 
would  be  going  much  farther  than  the  court  is  disposed  to  go,  to  say, 

that  they  can  be  entitled  to  share  in  that  part  of  this  cap- 
[  *  96  ]  ture.     *  As  to  the  capture  of  the  island,  it  does  appear  that 

they  were  in  sight  the  preceding  evening;  and,  therefore, 
whether  the  point  of  capture  is  taken  either  at  the  first  overture  for 
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surrender,  or  at  the  capitulation,  or  at  the  formal  signing,  these  ships 
were  clearly  present,  and  entitled  to  share  in  that  part  of  the  general 
capture.  The  claims  of  the  three  other  ships  stand  on  a  different 
ground.  The  Dictator  and  The  Alfred  had  not  been  under  the  com- 
mand of  Admiral  Harvey  before,  but  had  been  sent  to  reinforce  him, 
and  join  in  the  operations.  The  Bittern  had  been  under  Admiral 
Harvey,  but  had  been  sent  away  to  Barbadocs  for  letters  and 
despatches,  not  with  orders  to  join  specially  at  Trinidad,  but  wher- 
ever she  could  find  him.  As  to  these  vessels,  the  question  is.  Whe- 
ther they  bad  arrived  in  such  time  as  to  be  present  at  the  actual 
reduction  of  the  island  ?  —  which  makes  it  necessary  to  determine 
what  is  to  be  taken  as  the  time  of  capture ;  whether  the  first  over- 
ture of  surrender  on  the  evening  before,  or  the  final  agreement,  or 
only  the  actual  signing  of  the  capitulation ;  it  being  equally  clear 
and  admitted  that,  at  the  first  period,  they  were  not  present,  at  the 
two  latter  periods  they  were.  Now,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  would 
be  too  much  to  say,  that  the  transaction  of  the  evening  before  their 
arrival  was  a  complete  and  absolute  agreement,  because  many 
things  might  have  occurred  to  defeat  such  a  negotiation ;  and  it 
would,  I  think,  be  to  place  an  important  question  of  this  kind  on  a 
very  uncertain  footing,  if  the  actual  capture  could  be  dated  from  the 
moment  of  the  first  overture.  Terms  were  to  be  entered  into.  Of 
tlu-sc  some  might  be  rejected,  as  too  hard  on  one  side  or  as  too 
iiiduls;ent  on  the  other.  The  negotiation  might,  in  the  mean  time, 
be  brt)ken  oft  A  disposition  to  surrender  was  expressed  on 
the  •  evening,  but  a  great  deal  of  deliberation  was  neces-  [  *  97  ] 
sary  on  the  reciprocal  propositions.  Frequent  messages 
parsed  the  next  day  under  a  flag  of  truce,  which  showed  that  much 
was  yet  to  be  done.  It  would,  I  think,  be  too  much  to  say,  that  the 
surrender  could  be  considered  as  complete  till  the  next  morning, 
when  the  capitulation  was  actually  agreed  upon.  At  this  time  the 
ship:!  were  certainly  in  sight.  Admiral  Harvey  says  "  that  they  were 
there  before  the  signature ; "  and  he  infers,  I  think,  upon  good 
grounds,  that  they  had  been  seen  from  the  island,  and  were  th<im- 
selves  within  sight  of  the  island,  before  they  were  descried  from  the 
fleet  The  evidence  does  afford  a  reasonable  presumption  that  they 
were  there  before  the  actual  agreement  of  surrender;  and,  therefore, 
without  bringing  into  discussion  how  far  it  might  have  been  suffi- 
dent  to  have  arrived  before  the  signing  and  formal  executioli  of  the 
articles,  I  shall  pronounce  them  entitled  to  share  in  the  capture  of 
the  island,  but  not  in  the  capture  of  the  ships  which  took  place  the 
eveoiog  before. 
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Nostra  Signora  de  Begona,  Ybriniga,  master. 

January  31, 1804. 
Contraband  rosin,  to  a  port  not  of  a  military  cqnipment,  not  contraband. 

In  this  case  a  question  arose  respecting  the  contraband  quality  of 
rosin,  going  from  St  Sebastian  to  the  port  of  Nantes. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That 
it  was  an  article  much  used  as  an  ingredient  in  various  military  pre- 
parations, and  that  it  was  to  be  deemed  contraband. 

[  *  98  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  Are  there  any  cases  in  which  this  article 
has  been  held  to  be  contraband,  on  a  destination  to  a  port  merely 
mercantile  ?  If  it  had  been  going  to  a  military  port  of  the  enemy,  I 
should  have  had  no  hesitation,  as  there  are  many  cases  in  which, 
under  such  circumstances,  it  has  been  deemed  contraband.  Going 
to  a  mercantile  port,^  it  is  not,  I  think,  so  decidedly  of  a  warlike 
nature  as  to  be  excluded  from  the  favorable  considerations  that  are 
applied  to  other  articles  ancipitis  iisus,  I  shall,  therefore,  decree  resti- 
tution. 


La  Virginie,  Coigneau,  master. 

February  7,  1804. 

National  character  of  a  native  Frenchman,  an  asserted  American  subject,  but  personally  pre- 
sent in  St.  Domingo,  shipping  goods  for  France,  and  described  in  the  evidence  as  a  French 
merchant    The  native  character  held  to  be  revested.^ 

This  was  a  question  on  the  national  character  of  the  claimant,  Mr. 
Lapierre,  claiming  property  shipped  by  him  in  St.  Domingo  for  Bor- 


1  Santa  Bona  Ventura.  Rosin,  on  board  a  Portuguese  ship  to  Nantes,  restored  to 
the  owner  of  the  ship.    December  12th,  1747. 

'  [See  The  Indian  Chief,  3  C.  Rob.  12,  note.  The  decision  in  La  Virginie  is  said, 
by  Story,  J.,  in  The  Anno  Green,  1  GalL  286,  to  be  "rather  strained.''] 
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Jeaux.  The  affidavit  of  claim  stated  him  to  be  an  American  sub- 
ject ;  and  in  his  attestation,  which  was  exhibited  in  further  proof,  it 
appeared  that  he  had  sailed  from  New  York  to  St.  Domingo,  in  Sep- 
tember, 1802. 

In  support  of  the  claim,  it  was  argued  —  That  he  was  to  be  taken 
as  a  person  domiciled  in  America,  though  absent  on  temporary  busi- 
ness in  the  colony  of  the  enemy  at  time  of  the  shipment;  that  it 
did  not  appear  how  soon  he  had  again  returned  to  America,  far- 
ther than  that  he  was  there  in  August,  1803,  when  the  attestation 
was  made. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  said  —  That  his  name  implied  [  *  99  ] 
him  to  have  been  a  native  of  France,  and  that  his  return 
to  America,  after  hostilities,  would  not  operate  to  protect  this  pro- 
perty, s'hipped  by  him  as  a  person  resident  in  St  Domingo. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  I  should  entertain  no  doubt  in  this  case,  if  it 
apfwared  that  Mr.  Lapierre  was  originally  a  native  of  France ; 
becuu.-e  it  is  always  to  be  remembered  that  the  native  character 
easily  roverts,  and  that  it  requires  fewer  eireuuialances  to  constitute 
doinicil  in  the  case  of  a  native  subject,  than  to  impress  the  national 
character  on  one  who  is  originally  of  another  country.^  If  it  could 
be  inferred  that  he  had  been  originally  a  French  merchant,  and  was, 
at  the  time  of  shipment,  resident  in  St.  Domingo,  and  shipping  pro- 
perty to  Old  France,  I  should  have  no  hesitation  in  considering  him 
as  a  Frenchman.  Had  the  shipment  been  made  for  America,  his 
a5:MTtcd  place  of  abode,  it  might  have  been  a  circumstance  to  be  set 
in  op}H»ition  to  his  present  residence,  and  might  aflbrd  a  presump- 
tion that  he  was  in  St.  Domingo  only  for  temporary  purposes.  But 
this  is  a  shipment  to  France,  from  a  French  colony ;  and  if  the 
person  is  to  be  taken  as  a  native  of  France,  the  presumption  would 
be,  that  he  had  returned  to  his  native  character  of  a  French  mer- 
chant. Then  as  to  the  point  on  which  I  say  the  only  doubt 
remains,  the  depositions  of  the  master  may,  I  think,  be  taken  to 
supply  that  deficiency.  lie  says  '•  that  he  received  the  cargo  from 
French  merchants,  and  timt  it  was  the  property  of  the 
laders  and  other  French  subjects.''  This  *  representation  [  '100  ]  * 
Joe*  very  much  fortify  the  presumption  that  Mr.  Lapierre 


I  i^orj,  J.,  in  The  Anne  Green,  1  Gall.  2S6,  and  The  Francis,  1  Gall.  G15,  C16,  to 
ike  mmt  effect] 
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was  considered  by  the  master  as  a  Frenchman,  and  that  he  was  resi- 
dent at  Saint  Domingo  on  the  ordinary  footing  of  other  French  mer- 
chants. On  this  view  of  the  case,  I  shall  pronounce  his  claim  sub- 
ject to  condemnation. 


INSTANCE   COURT. 
The  Anne,  Bicknell. 

February  13, 1804. 
Claim  of  salvage,  on  rescue  of  a  slave  ship,  not  substantiated. 

This  was  a  claim  of  salvage  brought  by  the  owners  and  master  of 
The  Elizabeth,  a  slave  ship,  for  salvage  services  alleged  to  have  been 
rendered  to  The  Anne,  on  the  coast  of  Africa. 

It  appeared  that  The  Anne  had  been  in  considerable  distress  from 
an  insurrection  of  her  slaves,  but  that  this  insurrection  had,  in  fact, 
been  quelled  by  her  own  crew,  on  the  night  before  The  Elizabeth 
came  up.  A  second  insurrection  was  alleged,  on  the  part  of  The 
Elizabeth,  but  not  proved.  On  this  and  other  facts  relied  on  in 
numerous  affidavits,  the  court  expressed  an  opinion  generally  to  the 
following  effect. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  demand  is  made  against  the  ship  and  a 
valuable  cargo  for  salvage,  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  claim  is  in 
any  degree  supported.     Two  pleas  are  set  up :  first,  a  rescue  from 

an  insurrection  of  her  own  slaves ;   but  that  appears  to 
[  •  101  ]  *  have  been  subdued  before  The  Elizabeth  came  to  her 

assistance.  A  second  insurrection  is  also  alleged  of  the 
butlers  and  linguistcrs,  who  are  officers  of  the  nations  of  the  coast 
with  whom  they  were  carrying  on  their  traffic ;  but  this  is  not  in  any 
manner  proved.  A  different  turn  is  now  attempted  to  be  given  to 
the  claim  of  salvage,  by  resolving  it  into  a  general  superintendence 
and  assistance  rendered  to  the  master  of  The  Anne,  who  was  almost 
entirely  deprived  of  his  own  crew,  and  was  himself  disabled  from 
continuing  in  the  command  and  management  of  his  vessel,  by  ill- 
ness. Several  of  the  people,  who  appear  to  have  gone  on  board  to 
render  assistance,  were  paid  at  the  time.  In  the  whole  circmn- 
stances  of  the  case,  there  is  not  a  pretence  for  constructing  a  dai 
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of  salvage  on  such  services.  If  any  rescue  had  been  effected  out  of 
the  hands  of  the  insurgent  slaves,  I  should  have  pronounced  for  sal- 
vage, as  I  did  in  a  former  case.^  For  although  there  may  be  a 
general  duty  incumbent  on  all  persons  to  render  assistance  to  others 
in  distress,  yet,  when  there  is  a  danger  incurred  and  a  rescue  effected, 
it  appears  to  me  to  be  an  act  justly  entitled  to  remuneration  as  a 
salvage  service.  No  such  case  is  made  out  by  these  parties,  and  I 
shall  dismiss  the  suit 


INSTANCE  COURT. 
•  Kebecca,  Maddick.  [  •  102  ] 

February  17,  1804. 

Bottomrr  bond  pnt  in  suit  onp^inallj  on  tho  part  of  a  French  merchant  in  1792 ;  sngpended 
daring  the  last  war ;  not  enforced  during  peace,  but  now  [aAer  the  lapse  of  twelve  years,] 
attempted  to  be  farther  prosecuted  on  the  part  of  the  Briti^ih  merchant  to  whom  it  was 
iadoned ;  not  allowed  to  be  put  in  execution  under  the  original  proceedings.^ 

Tilts  was  a  question  on  a  bottomry  bond,  executed  in  Marseilles, 
in  1792,  by  the  master  of  an  English  vessel,  to  Mr.  Gucrin,  a  mer- 
chant in  that  city.  The  warrant  was  extracted  24th  December,  1792, 
by  Mr.  Thellnsson,  on  the  part  of  the  French  merchant. 

On  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  the  defendant  appeared  under  pro- 
test, pleading  alien  enemy.  In  1796,  an  answer  was  given  in  to  the 
protest,  and  a  reply  to  that  answer,  and  nothing  since  was  done  by 
the  parties  till  March,  1803,  when  Mr.  Thellusson  continued  the  pro- 
ceedings in  his  own  name,  stating  that  the  bond  had  been  transferred 
to  him,  that  he  had  paid  the  money,  that  the  original  bond-holder 
had  become  a  bankrupt,  and  that  he  had  no  other  means  of  recover- 
ing repayment  of  the  money  advanced. 

Against  the  bond,  Arnold  and  Swabey  contended  —  That  the 
•mme  objection  that  existed  in  1793,  "  of  alien  enemy,"  applied 
equally  at  this  time,  and  that  tlie  bond  could  not  be  enforced  now  in 


>  5^ni,  Tol.  4,  p.  223,  [The  Trelawnoy.] 

*  [JU  to  tlic  objection  of  lapse  of  time,  see  The  Mentor,  1  C.  Rob.  180,  note.    As  to 
after  peace,  to  prosecute  proceedings  suspended  by  war,  sco  The  Nostra 
IMorei,  1  £dw.  €0 ;  1  Dod.  299.] 
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favor  of  the  original  holder ;  that  the  opportunity  of  recommencing 
the  suit  in  the  interval  of  peace  had  been  waived,  and  that,  after  this 
lapse  of  time,  the  other  party  would  naturally  consider  himself  as 
relieved  from  all  farther  observance  of  justice  on  this  demand ;  that, 
as  he  had  appeared  originally  under  protest  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

court,  it  was  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  formal 
[•  103  ]  dismissal ;    that  it' would   be  reasonable   *  that  the   suit 

should  now  be  taken  up  de  novo  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Thel- 
luson. 

On  the  other  side,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Robinson  contended  — 
That  the  interest  in  bottomry  was,  in  its  nature,  transferable,  and 
had,  in  this  instance,  been  regularly  transferred  by  indorsement  to 
Mr.  Thelluson,  in  the  course  of  his  dealings  with  the  original  holder ; 
that  the  first  commencement  of  these  proceedings  was  in  December, 
1792,  before  hostilities,  and  when  the  objection  of  alien  enemy  did 
not  apply ;  that,  with  respect  to  the  original  holder,  as  there  was  no 
objection  to  his  competency  at  that  time,  his  right  would  have 
revived  after  the  cessation  of  hostilities ;  that,  in  the  present  form, 
the  objection  to  the  persona  standi  in  judicio  would  be  obviated  as 
well  by  transfer  to  an  unobjectional  person,  as  by  a  removal  of  the 
obstacle  applying  only  to  the  original  holder  by  reason  of  the  war 
existing  between  the  two  countries ;  that  it  was  but  a  question  of 
form  whether  the  proceedings,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Thelluson,  should 
be  engrafted  on  the  former  proceedings,  or  be  commenced  de  novo  ; 
and  that  it  was  not  a  conscientious  objection  to  be  made  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  for  whom  the  money  had  been  received,  and  bond 
fide  converted  to  the  service  of  his  ship. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     The  warrant  in  this  case  was  taken  out  in  De- 
cember, 1792,  by  Mr.  Thcllusson,  describing  himself  as  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Guerin,  a  French  merchant,  now  become  an  alien  enemy,  and 
consequently  a  person,  on  whose  behalf  the  court  could  not, 
[  •  104  ]  on  any  *  general  grounds,  sustain  the  claim,  or  enforce  any 
interest.     This  has  been  at  all  times  so  fixed  a  principle  in 
these  courts,  that  even  in  cases  of  ransom,  which  were  formerly  legal 
contracts,  and  contracts  arising  out  of  the  events  of  war,  the  ransom 
could  not  be  put  in  suit  on  the  part  of  the  enemy.    Proceedings  were 
always  carried  on  against  the  owner  in  the  name  of  the  hostage 
suing  for  his  liberty.     It  is  true,  indeed,  that  a  bottomry  bond  is  a 
negotiable  interest,  which  may  be  transferred  and  put  in  issue  by  the 
person  so  acquiring  it.    But  the  French  merchant  is  the  person  here 
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described  as  interested,  who  now  stands  under  the  same  incapacity 
as  he  did  before,  Mr.  Thellusson  being  only  the  agent  instituting  the 
suit  in  his  behalf.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  therefore,  that  the  original 
protest  was  well  founded.  The  parties  should  have  been  dismissed, 
and  then  the  action  might  have  been  entered  on  the  part  of  the  pre- 
sent holder  in  his  own  right  But  this  has  not  been  done ;  and  now, 
afler  an  interval  of  twelve  years,  durhig  all  which  time,  I  am  told, 
that  Mr.  TheUusson  might  have  followed  up  the  proceeding  on  his 
own  behalf,  I  cannot  think  it  a  reasonable  demand  on  the  court  to 
give  parties  the  advantage  of  a  stale  and  antiquated  claim,  to  suffer 
them  to  make  the  court  the  depository  of  their  slumbering  rights,  and 
then  to  come  and  revive  them,  when,  from  lapse  of  time,  it  is  become 
utterly  impossible  to  ascend  to  the  whole  justice  of  the  case.  It  is 
said,  that  there  is  no  statute  of  limitations  applying  to  such  a  case. 
Perhaps  not.  Indeed  there  arc  few  questions  in  these  courts  to 
which  any  precise  limitation  is  prescribed ;  but  there  is  surely  a  prin- 
ciple of  limitation,  in  the  administration  of  every  system  of 
jnrispradence,  to  be  *  derived  out  of  the  nature  of  things,  [  *105] 
which  does  entitle  the  court  to  avail  itself  of  the  univer- 
sal maxim,  ^  VigilatUibuSy  non  dormientibus  subvcniunt  legcs.^^  In 
questions  of  bottomry,  more  especially,  the  court  is  bound  to  expect 
particular  vigilance ;  because,  although  bonds  of  this  kind  are  to  be 
supported  with  a  high  hand,  when  clear  and  simple,  they  arc,  in 
many  respects,  things  to  be  narrowly  watched.  Bottomry  is  a  trans- 
action which  affords  great  opportunities  of  collusion ;  and,  therefore, 
on  the  very  account  of  the  importance  given  to  these  bonds,  they  arc 
to  be  pursued  with  exact  attention,  and  with  very  active  dilligence, 
in  order  that  the  court  may  have  the  opportunity  of  considering  them 
in  their  recent  origin,  and  with  a  view  to  all  the  circumstances  on 
which  their  honest  validity  may  depend.  It  may,  perhaps,  be  diffi- 
cult to  point  out  the  statute  law,  or  precedent,  by  which  this  inquiry 
is  barred ;  yet,  adverting  to  the  considerations  which  I  have  thrown 
out,  I  do  not  think  it  incumbent  upon  me  to  lend  the  functions  of  the 
court  to  enforce  a  bond  which  has  been  suffered  to  sleep  so  long, 
after  some  of  the  parties  are  become  bankrupts,  and  a  thousand 
other  transactions  have  mixed  themselves  with  their  affairs.  The 
objection  is  not  to  be  considered  as  resting  wholly  on  form.  Form, 
in  this  instance,  is  in  small  degree  the  real  substance  of  the  case. 
The  warrant  was  entered  on  behalf  of  persons  now  become  alien 
enemies.  Their  claim  the  court  cannot  sustain ;  and,  as  to  the  inte- 
rest of  Mr.  TheUusson  under  the  transfer,  it  is  not  such  a  one  as  the 
couft  will,  after  this  interval  of  time,  think  itself  bound  to 
enfofoe.  As  the  parties  have  appeared  originally  *under[*106] 
▼OL.  ▼.  7 
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protest  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  will  not  be  necessary  that 
they  should  pray  to  be  dismissed. 
Dismissed. 


The  Fama,  Butler. 

Fobroary  17,  1804. 

Hational  character  of  a  place,  agreed  to  be  surrendered  hj  treaty,  but  not  actually  transferred, 
continncs  as  it  was  under  the  character  of  the  ceding  country. 

This  was  a  question  respecting  the  national  character  of  Louisiana, 
whether  it  was,  at  the  time  of  capture.  May,  1803,  to  be  considered 
as  a  Spanish  settlement,  or  as  belonging  to  France,  by  reason  of  the 
treaty  of  Idelfonso,  1796,  by  which  it  was  ceded  to  that  country. 

The  question  arose  on  the  claim  of  Mr. ,  a  merchant,  resident  at 

New  Orleans,  for  property  taken.  May,  1803,  on  a  voyage  from  New 
Orleans  to  Havre  de  Grace. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence. 
The  claim  in  this  case  is  given  for  persons  avowedly  resident  in 
Louisiana,  and  the  question  turns  entirely  upon  the  national  charac- 
ter of  Louisiana  at  the  time  of  capture.     The  vessel  sailed  on  the 
5th  of  April.     Previous  to  that  time,  the  settlement  had  been  ceded 
to  France  by  treaty  duly  ratified,  and  Mr.  Laussart,  the  French  colo- 
nial prefect,  had  arrived,  and  taken  upon  himself  the  functions  of 
government,  by  a  proclamation  issued  there  in  his  name  on  the  26th 
of  March.     This  is  a  direct  overt  act  of  possession,  and  sufficiently 
implies  that  the  public  authority  of  Spain  had  ceased,  and  had  been 
actually  transferred  to  France.     The  other  evidence,  that  is 
[•107]  to  be  collected  from  the  papers  of  the  several  •ships  cap- 
tured, coming  from  New  Orleans  about  the  same  time, 
speaks  to  the  same  effect.     Several  letters  mention  the  cession  to 
France  as  having  taken  place.     In  a  letter  of  the  21st  of  April,  Mr. 

C writes,  "  I  have  availed  myself  of  the  arrival  of  our  colonial 

prefect,  to  put  the  ship  Hector  under  French  colors."  By  another 
letter  of  the  13th  June,  it  appears,  "  that  the  French  flag  was  to  enjoy 
all  the  privileges  of  the  Spanish  character."  In  a  letter  of  the  6th  of 
May,  it  appears,  "  that  the  Americans  were  prevented  from  sending 
goods  to  that  port,  by  the  cession  to  France,  and  by  their  uncertainty 
as  to  what  restrictions  would  be  imposed,  by  their  new  neighbors,  on 
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whom  they  look  with  jealousy."  In  The  Peggy,  it  is  stated,  12th 
May,  that  the  king  of  Spain  had  appointed  commissioners  for  the 
delivery  of  the  colony  to  the  French  republic.  All  these  passages 
concur  in  pointing  out  the  French  governor  as  the  person  exercising 
public  authority  and  sovereignty  there,  and  the  French  character  as 
fully  impressed.  If  the  forms  of  the  Spanish  custom-house  still  con- 
tinned  for  purposes  of  present  convenience,  that  circumstance  alone 
will  not  counteract  the  effect  of  other  evidence,  since  the  exercise  of 
public  authority  is  the  main  point  to  be  considered,  without  inquiring 
whether  every  subordinate  oflicer  had  arrived,  and  whether  the  minute 
forms  of  every  department  of  government  had  been  changed.  If  any 
farther  evidence  were  wanting,  it  is  abundantly  supplied  by  the  act 
of  the  French  government,  which  proceeded  under  this  possession,  to 
eiercise  the  right  of  transfer,  and  actually  conveyed  away  the  settle- 
meat  to  America  by  a  treaty  of  the  30th  of  April.  It  may 
be  said,  that  the  place  would  *  then  bear  the  American  cha-  [  *  108  ] 
racter;  but  the  answer  is  obvious,  that  although  the  treaty 
was  of  that  date,  it  was  not  at  this  time  ratified ;  and  as  the  effect  of 
a  treaty  depends  entirely  upon  the  ratification,  the  mere  engagement, 
on  the  part  of  France,  would  not  be  effectual  to  impress  the  American 
character,  at  the  same  time  that  it  may  be  taken  as  an  act  of  owner- 
ship, and  as  strong  evidence  of  the  complete  possession  which  France 
conceived  herself  to  have  obtained  of  that  colony. 

On  the  other  side,  Arnold  and  Swaicy.  Whatever  engagements 
might  have  been  entered  into  by  treaty,  the  national  character  of  the 
place  could  not  be  deemed  to  be  altered  till  that  engagement  was 
carried  into  effect,  and  actual  possession  had  been  conveyed  under  it 
This  is  to  be  contended,  on  the  simple  principle  common  to  all  law, 
that  possession  is  the  substantial  title  of  property,  and  that  without 
that,  the  strongest  speculative  interest  is  only  a  right  to  the  thing, 
but  not  in  the  thing,  —  a  right  to  demand  possession,  but  not  the  full 
right  of  property  itself.  Till  possession  was  actually  given,  no 
change  of  sovereignty  can  be  held  to  have  taken  place.  On  this 
short  statement  of  the  geneml  law,  as  applicable  to  all  property,  it 
will  be  suiiicient  to  rest  the  whole  question  as  to  principle.  It  is 
material,  therefore,  to  inquire  what  po:<session  had  actually  been 
taken  in  the  present  instance.  It  is  not  necessary  to  dispute  whether 
the  whole  establL^hment  should  have  arrived  or  not ;  because  here  no 
part  of  the  establishment  could  be  said  to  have  arrived,  inasmuch  as 
the  constituent  character,  the  person  charged  with  the  power 
of  ocmstitating  this  settlement  to  become  a  part  of  •the  [  •  109  ] 
French  dominions,  had  not  arrived.    Mr.  Laussart  had  been 


110  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 

The  Fama.    5  C.  Rob. 

sent  forward  as  a  subordinate  officer,  to  arrange  matters  for  the 
delivery,  but  the  capacity  to  accept  delivery  was  never  communicated 
to  him,  as  the  accredited  officer  of  France  for  that  purpose.  A  deli- 
very to  him,  not  authorized  by  some  public  commission  to  accept, 
would  not  have  been  a  delivery  in  law  to  France,  nor  have  enured  to 
the  due  execution  of  the  treaty.  That  Mr.  Laussart  found  means  to 
circulate  something  like  a  public  proclamation,  is  not  necessarily  a 
proof  of  sovereignty ;  his  own  letters,  and  several  expressions  to  be 
found  in  these  papers,  show  that  it  was  not  so  considered  at  New 
Orleans.  One  letter  mentions  only  "  that  Citizen  Laussart  had  pub- 
lished a  high-sounding  proclamation,  and  that  he  was  waiting  to  see 
the  effect."  The  proclamation  itself  does  not  contain  a  word  indi- 
cating that  he  had  taken  possession.  In  another  letter  it  appears 
more  obviously  that  he  had  not,  from  these  terms :  "  If  the  taking 
possession  had  taken  place,  I  should  have  given  the  nationality  to 
Mr.  Merrian,  and  he  would  have  put  himself  in  rule  for  obtaining  it ; 
as  it  has  not,  I  have  recommended  him  to  go  to  France,  &c."  In 
the  letters  of  The  Peggy,  the  mention  of  the  Spanish  commissioner, 
and  of  the  formal  possession  to  be  transferred,  is  spoken  of  as  a  thing 
in  futuro,  and  as  a  form  essentially  necessary  to  invest  the  govern- 
ment of  France  with  the  full  and  complete  dominion.  So,  the  pas- 
sages that  have  been  referred  to,  respecting  the  French  flag,  describe 
it  as  intended  to  convey  equal  privileges,  as  if  the  possession  had 
taken  place,  furnishing,  in  that  expression,  a  necessary  inference,  that 

the  actual  possession  had  not  been  transferred.  In  addition 
[  *  110  ]  to  all  this  evidence,  •there  is  the  corroborating  testimony  of 

the  Spanish  governor,  in  a  certificate  of  November  18th, 
which  states  "  that  Louisiana  was  then  ruled  and  governed  by  the 
Spanish  laws,  the  cession  by  his  Catholic  Majesty  not  having  taken 
place.  That  although  Citizen  Laussart,  the  colonial  prefect,  bad 
resided  in  this  city  from  the  end  of  March,  for  the  purpose  of  concert- 
ing with  the  Spanish  government  arrangements  preparatory  to  the 
delivery,  he  had  not  exercised,  nor  could  exercise,  any  jurisdiction, 
by  reason  that  the  power  of  the  Spanish  government  continued  entire 
till  the  moment  of  the  act  of  taking  possession."  On  weighing  the 
whole  of  this  evidence,  the  court  cannot  but  be  convinced,  that  no 
actual  possession  had  taken  place.  As  to  what  is  said  of  the  subse- 
quent transfer  to  America,  that  proves  no  more  than  that  France 
conveyed  her  right,  whatever  that  might  be  —  full  possession,  if  she 
had  obtained  so  much,  —  or  a  mere  prospective  right,  if,  in  fact, 
her  own  title  was  executory  only,  and  not,  at  that  time,  carried  into 
effect. 
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In  reply,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence.  The  argument  on 
the  other  side  amounts  only  to  this,  that  no  formal  surrender  had 
taken  place ;  but,  as  to  the  importance  ascribed  to  such  a  solemn  act 
of  delivery,  it  is  not  supported  by  any  reference  to  authorities,  nor  is 
there  any  obvious  reason  pointed  out  for  considering  that  circum- 
stance as  essential  to  determine  the  national  character  of  the  place. 
The  substantial  incidents  of  a  French  settlement  are  more  to  be 
regarded  than  the  mere  ceremonial  of  formal  surrender ;  and  among 
the  chief  characteristics   of  a   national  establishment,  is 

*  to  be  reckoned  that  which  appears  in  these  cases,  of  an  [  *  111  ] 
almost  exclusive  navigation  to  France.     Could  a  public  act 

of  cession  be  deemed  more  material  than  it  has  been  shown  to  be  in 
the  present  argument,  as  between  the  two  contracting  nations,  it 
would  by  no  means  follow  that  it  was  incumbent  on  a  third  power 
to  acquiesce  in  all  the  subterfuges  by  which  it  might  be  attempted  to 
conceal  the  real  character  and  the  substantial  interests  of  the  place. 
The  question  has  been  argued  only  on  the  grounds  of  an  ordinary 
tiansaction  between  the  contracting  powers.  Whereas,  this  im- 
portant circumstance  is  to  be  taken  into  the  account,  that  the  rights 
of  war  have  interposed  to  modify  and  control  the  general  rules  by 
which  the  question  of  property  and  national  character  is  to  be 
decided.  Among  the  limitations  arising  out  of  such  a  state  of 
things,  one  of  daily  application  in  this  court  is,  that  if  the  bargain  is 
complete,  and  the  price  paid,  no  delay  in  transferring  the  title,  with  a 
view  o(  keeping  off,  as  long  as  possible,  the  risk  of  the  belligerent 
party,  will  prevent  that  risk^  from  attaching  on  him.  It  is  the  ordi- 
nary rule  applied  to  shipments,  made  for  the  account  of  the  belligerent 
party,  but  under  an  agreement  that  the  neutral  merchant  shall  sustain 
the  risk  in  transitu.  Analogous  to  that  collusive  expedient,  of  retain- 
ing a  nominal  title  in  the  neutral  merchant  to  protect  goods  really 
become  the  property  of  the  belligerent,  would  be  the  situation 
of  this   settlement,  if  it  could   be  maintained  that  Spain 

*  might  hold  a  nominal  possession,  for  any  length  of  time,  [*112] 
fior  the  benefit  of  France,  by  which  France  would  reap  all 

the  advantages  of  a  connection  with  the  place,  as  a  colonial  establish- 
ment, without  subjecting  it  to  be  conr^idered  as  a  French  settlement 
The  conduct  of  the  whole  proceeding  fully  justifies  such  a  repre- 
leotatioa.  The  agreement  to  cede  was  made  clandestinely  by  the 
Treaty  of  Idelphonso,  in  1796.  The  price  has  actually  been  paid  in 
the  assignment  of  territory  in  Italy  to  one  of  the  family  of  Spain. 


>  SiDj,  Griffiths,  tv^pTQy  ToL  8,  p.  SOO,  and  other 
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The  benefit  of  a  colonial  establishment  has  been  substantially  con- 
ferred, and  therefore  the  question  is  not  by  what  system  of  jurispru- 
dence the  court  shall  judge  of  the  form  necessary  to  a  complete 
surrender,  but  whether,  in  effect,  Spain  has  not  continued  to  hold 
this  settlement  for  the  benefit  of  France,  and  subservient  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  French  government.  In  this  point  of  view,  whatever 
may  be  the  qualifications  which  the  parties  themselves  may  attempt 
to  put  upon  the  actual  title  of  property  and  national  character,  the 
court  will  consider  the  question  in  substance,  rather  than  in  form,  and 
with  reference  to  the  rights  of  war  which  a  third  party  has  acquired 
in  the  event. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  the  court  mentioned  a  case  of 
Wroughton  against  Mann,  1780,  in  which  the  question  of  sovereignty 
over  a  country  ceded  by  treaty,  but  not  actually  delivered,  had  under-> 
gone  much  discussion.  The  libel  in  that  case  was  directed  to  be 
looked  up,  and  the  judgment  was  reserved. 

[*113]  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  present  question  is  a  general  one, 
respecting  the  situation  in  which  the  people  of  a  distant  settlement 
are  placed  by  a  treaty  of  the  State  to  which  they  undoubtedly  belong, 
and  by  which  they  are  stipulated  to  be  transferred  to  another  power. 
The  case  proceeded  for  a  considerable  time  without  dispute  as  to 
principle,  on  a  mere  inquiry  into  the  fact  of  possession ;  under  an 
understanding,  as  I  apprehended,  that  if  possession  had  not  been 
taken  by  France  the  French  character  could  not  be  deemed  to  have 
attached.  The  question  has,  however,  now  been  fully  argued  as  to 
the  principle  of  law,  whether  the  treaty  did  not  in  itself  confer  full 
sovereignty  and  right  of  dominion,  and  whether  the  inhabitants  were 
not  so  ceded  by  that  treaty  as  to  become  immediately  French  sub- 
jects. Another  question  has  also  been  started  respecting  the  Treaty 
of  Idelphonso,  whether  such  a  treaty  made  clandestinely,  as  it  is 
said,  during  hostilities,  and  with  a  provision  that  it  should  not  take 
effect  till  after  the  war,  is  not  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  a 
fraudulent  covering  of  French  interests  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
the  belligerent  rights  of  this  country.  This  latter  question  cannot,  I 
think,  fairly  be  brought  into  discussion  ;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  decide 
what  would  be  the  situation  of  a  neutral  country,  delivering  up  its 
rights  to  one  belligerent,  and  continuing  to  nurse  and  feed  the  colony 
for  the  benefit  of  that  belligerent  during  the  war.  It  is,  I  say,  need- 
less to  inquire,  in  the  present  case,  what  rights  of  war 

[*114]  would  accrue  *to  the  other  belligerent  from  such  a  con- 
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doct;  because  Spain,  very  soon  after  the  signing  of  that  treaty, 
became  herself  a  party  in  the  war,  and  was  as  much  exposed  to 
tbc  attacks  of  this  country  in  all  her  settlements  as  they  could  have 
been  in  the  possession  of  Frsgice.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  that 
Spain  can  be  said  to  have  lent  her  aid  and  assistance  as  a  neutral 
country  during  the  war,  to  nourish  and  protect  this  colony  as  a 
colony  of  France.  On  the  return  of  peace,  no  objection  in  the  way 
of  protest  or  public  reclamation  was  made  against  the  treaty  on  the 
part  of  this  country.  I  shall,  therefore,  dismiss  this  branch  of  the 
argument  as  not  fairly  supported  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
The  other  question  of  law,  how  far  full  sovereignty  can  be  held  to 
have  passed  by  the  mere  words  of  the  treaty,  without  actual  delivery, 
was,  in  the  first  stages  of  this  cause,  not  mooted.  As  it  has  now  been 
brought  into  discussion,  it  is  fit  that  I  should  give  my  opinion  upon  it. 
It  is  to  be  observed,  then,  that  all  corporeal  property  depends  very 
much  upon  occupancy.  With  respect  to  the  origin  of  property,  this 
is  the  sole  foundation :  Quod  nullius  est  ratione  naturali  occupanti  id 
eoncediiur.  So,  with  regard  to  transfer  also,  it  is  universally  held  in 
all  systems  of  jurisprudence,  that,  to  consummate  the  right  of  pro- 
perty, a  person  must  unite  the  right  of  the  thing  with  possession.  A 
quesUon  has  been  made,  indeed,  by  some  writers,  whether  this  neces- 
sity proceeds  from  what  they  call  the  natural  law  of  nations,  or  from 
that  which  is  only  conventional.  Grotius  seems  to  consider 
it  as  *  proceeding  only  from  civil  institutions.^  Puflbndorf  ^  [  •  115  ] 
and  Pothicr^go  farther.  All  concur,  however,  in  holding  it 
to  be  a  necessary  principle  of  jurisprudence,  that,  to  complete  the 
right  9f  property,  the  right  to  the  thing,  and  the  possession  of  the 
thing  itself,  should  be  united ;  or,  according  to  the  technical  cxpres- 


I  Que  la  delirerancc  dc  la  clioso  memc  ((uc  Ton  transferc  a  autrui  n*cst  n^cessairo 
'[o'en  Tcrta  des  loix  civilcs.     B.  2,  c.  G,  1  -  4.     BarU^yrac^a  Translation. 

'  CeU  po96,  il  est  clair,  que  lea  conventions  toutes  sculos  sufliscnt  pour  falrc  passer 
<riiiic  person  k  I'autrc  la  propricte  oonsidei'^c  piiremcnt  &  simplement  comuic  uno 
4|iulit«  morale,  d^tacli6c  de  la  possession ;  mais  lorsque  Tidec  do  la  propriety  renfermo 
de  plus  nn  pouToir  phvsiijue,  que  met  en  ^tat  dc  fairc  actucllcmcnt  usage  dc  ce  droit 
fl  iknt»  oatrc  I'accord  mutuel,  <]ue  la  chose  memo  soitc  dclivrec.  C*ost  une  suite  des 
laaxinies  luUurciles  dc  la  raison,  &  non  pas  des  seuls  reglcmcnts  du  droit  |)0sitir.  PufT. 
L  4,  c.  9,  f  8. 

'  (looiqnil  aoit  de  ccttc  question  traitec  scion  Ic  pur  droit  naturel,  que  nous  abandon- 
BOM  4  la  dilute  de  Tecole,  Ic  principe  du  droit  Booiain,  (^ue  le  domainc  dc  propri^t6 
d'lae  chose  nc  pcut  passer  d*une  person  A  unc  autre,  que  ]>ar  une  tradition  r^elle  ou 
ieinlB  do  la  chose,  etant  on  principo  recu  dans  la  jurisprudence,  commo  en  conYien- 
oeat  etoz,  qui  aont  de  I'opiiiioQ  contraire,  nous  dcvous  nous  y  tcnir.    Fothier,  t.  4, 
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sion,  borrowed  either  from  the  Civil  Law,  or  as  Barbeyrac  explains  it, 
from  the  commentators  on  the  Canon  Law,  that  there  should  be  both 
the  jtAS  in  rem^  and  the  jus  in  re.  This  is  the  general  law  of  pro- 
perty, and  applies,  I  conceive,  no  less^to  the  right  of  territory  than  to 
other  rights.  Even  in  newly  discovered  countries,  where  a 
[  *  116  ]  title  is  meant  to  be  established,  for  the  first  *  time,  some  act 
of  possession  is  usually  done  and  proclaimed  as  a  notifica- 
tion of  the  fact.  In  transfer,  surely,  where  the  former  rights  of  others 
are  to  be  superseded  and  extinguished,  it  cannot  be  less  necessary 
that  such  a  change  should  be  indicated  by  some  public  acts,  that  all 
who  are  deeply  interested  in  the  event,  as  the  inhabitants  of  such 
settlements,  may  be  informed  under  whose  dominion,  and  under 
what  laws  they  are  to  live.  This  I  conceive  to  be  the  general  pro- 
priety of  principle  on  the  subject,  and  no  less  applicable  to  cases  of 
territory,  than  to  property  of  every  other  description. 

It  will  be  only  necessary  to  inquire,  then,  whether  the  practice  has 
been  conformable  to  what  we  might  conceive  to  be  the  true  principle 
of  law.  On  this  point  no  doubt  can  be  entertained.  The  Corps  Dir 
plomatique  is  full  of  instances  of  this  kind.  Where  stipulations  of 
treaties  for  ceding  particular  countries  are  to  be  carried  into  execution^ 
solemn  instruments  of  cession  are  drawn  up,  and  adequate  powers  are 
formally  given  to  the  persons  by  whom  the  actual  delivery  is  to  be 
made.  In  modern  times,  more  especially,  such  a  proceeding  is  become 
almost  a  matter  of  necessity,  with  regard  to  the  colonial  establish- 
ments of  the  States  of  Europe  in  the  new  world.  The  treaties  by 
which  they  are  affected  may  not  be  known  to  them  for  months  after 
they  are  made.  Many  articles  must  remain  executory  only,  and  not 
executed,  till  carried  into  effect ;  and  until  that  is  done  by  some  pub- 
lic act,  the  former  sovereignty  must  remain.  Amongst  the 
[  *  117  ]  instances  that  might  be  cited  to  show  what  the  practice  *  has 
been  on  this  subject,  I  will  mention  only  a  few.  On  the 
cession  of  Nova  Scotia  to  France,  by  treaty,  21st  July,  1667,  the  act 
of  cession,  which  purports  to  be  made  in  consequence  of  the  treaty, 
was  not  drawn  up  till  February,  1668,  when  full  powers  were  sent 
out  to  deliver  up  the  settlement  to  the  person  who  should  be  empow- 
ered to  take  possession,  under  the  great  seal  of  France.  Another 
instance,  which  comes  nearer  to  the  present  question,  is  to  be  found 
in  the  proceedings  which  took  place  when  this  very  settlement  of 
Louisiana  was  ceded  by  France  to  Spain,  in  1762.  It  passed  by  act 
of  cession  drawn  up  in  solemn  form,  and  dated  more  than  a  year 
after  the  treaty  itself.  Indeed,  modern  history  abounds  in  such  in- 
stances. If  to  these  it  were  necessary  io  add  the  authority  of  a  judi- 
cial recognition  of  the  principle,  I  think  the  case  of  Wroughton 
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against  Mann,  to  which  I  alluded  on  the  former  day,  is  strongly  in 
point  That  was  a  case  before  the  delegates  on  appeal  in  a  revenue 
cause.  The  act  of  Court  pleaded,  "  that  East  Florida  was  ceded  to 
Spain  by  treaty  of  1803,  and  that  eighteen  months  were  allowed  for 
emigration.  2dly.  That,  notwithstanding  the  treaty,  the  English  laws 
continued  till  the  Spanish  government  arrived  and  received  delivery 
from  General  Tonin,  and  the  formal  instruments,  under  which  pos- 
session was  afterwards  taken,  were  exhibited."  The  offence  charged, 
was  an  act  of  importation  contrary  to  the  British  revenue  laws,  long 
after  the  ratification  of  the  treaty,  but  before  the  arrival  of  the  Spa- 
nish governor,  and  the  actual  delivery.  Objections  were  taken  to  the 
allegations,   similar  to  the   arguments  which    have  been 

*  urged  in  the  present  case,  namely,  "That  the  country  [*  118  ] 
had  passed  to  Spain  by  virtue  of  the  treaty ;  that  the  con- 
tinuance of  British  possession  w^as  but  an  usurpation ;  and  that  the 
offence  was  no  longer  amenable  to  the  British  laws.  If  that  could 
have  been  sustained,  the  plea  must  have  been  bad  ;  but  it  was  not  so 
held.  The  Court  of  Delegates  were  of  opinion  that  the  contract 
was  merely  executory,  and,  till  it  was  carried  into  execution,  the  Bri- 
tish possession  and  the  British  laws  "  continued  in  full  force.  On  this 
ground  the  allegation  was  admitted.  The  cause  proceeded,  and  went 
off  afterwards  on  failure  of  proof  as  to  the  fact;  but  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  as  to  the  law,  was  fully  declared  by  the  admission  of  such 
a  plea.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  on  all  the  several  grounds  of 
reason  or  practice,  and  judicial  recognition,  until  possession  was 
actually  taken,  the  inhabitants  of  New  Orleans  continued  under  the 
former  sovereignty  of  Spain.  Then,  as  to  the  fact  of  possession. 
There  arc  undoubtedly  some  expressions  in  these  letters,  which  might 
raise  a  supposition,  that  the  person  who  had  arrived,  had  taken  pos- 
session on  the  part  of  the  French  government.  A  letter  from  a 
French  loyalist  expresses  "  the  expectation  of  French  troops  and  a 
civil  officer  to  take  possession,  and  make  Frenchmen  of  us,  who  are 
now  Spaniards.^'  It  is  afterwards  said,  that  citizen  Laussart  had 
arrived  to  take  possession.  A  proclamation  is  issued  by  him,  which 
is  drawn  up  very  much  in  the  present  tense ;  but  that  mode  of  speak- 
ing is  used  also,  I  observe,  relative  to  some  circumstances  which  had 
certainly  not  taken  place,  as  *'  that  the  military  prefect  brings 

*  with  him  troops,  (kc,"  when  it  is  certain  that  not  a  soldier  [  *  119  ] 
had  appeared.     From  other  parts  of  the  evidence,  I  think  it 

is  suOiciently  clear,  that  he  was  either  not  the  person  who  was  charged 
with  the  act  of  taking  possession,  or  that  some  considerations  had 
induced  him  to  defer  it.  A  letter  written  by  him  states,  "  if  the  taking 
poaeasion  had  passed,  &c"     There  is  also  the  convention  entered 
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into,  "  That  the  French  flag  should  enjoy  the  same  privileges  as  if 
the  possession  had  actually  been  taken."  These  passages  strongly 
indicate  that  the  actual  delivery  had  not  passed.  Then  comes  the 
certificate  of  the  Spanish  governor,  accompanied  by  an  instrument^ 
equally  formal,  from  the  American  consul.  These  are,  I  think,  deci- 
sive as  to  the  fact.  They  state  that  citizen  Laussart  had  arrived  in 
March  to  make  the  necessary  arrangements,  but  that  no  cession  had 
taken  place,  and  that  he  had  never  exercised  any  jurisdiction.  On 
the  whole  of  this  evidence  I  am  led  to  conclude,  either  that  Mr.  Laus- 
sart was  not  the  person  authorized  ^  to  take  possession,  or 
[  •  120  ]  that  the  act  of  *  cession  had  from  some  causes  been  deferred. 
In  this  situation  of  things,  it  appears  to  me,  upon  the  grounds 
before  stated,  that  the  colony  must  be  considered  as  continuing,  at 
the  time  of  capture,  under  the  dominion  of  Spain,  and  consequently 
that  these  persons,  as  Spanish  subjects,  are  entitled  to  restitution. 


Fadrelandet,  Hoop. 

February  23, 1804. 

Joint  capturo  —  allegation — objected,  that  claimant  was  not  in  sight  at  the  time  of  captare  \ 
and  that  it  was  not  averred  to  hare  been  known  to  the  capturing  ship,  or  to  the  ship  cap- 
tured, that  the  claimant  was  in  chase.'''  Facts  necessary  to  be  established,  the  first  bydirc^ 
evidence,  the  other  by  implication.  [A  claim  for  a  joint  capture  cannot  be  sustained  by  the 
testimony  of  those  on  board  the  joint  captor  alone.'] 

This  was  a  case  of  a  demand  of  joint  capture,  on  the  part  of  The 

*  It  appears  from  the  American  papers,  December  13,  1803,  thatl^Ir.  Laussart  was 
the  person  who  afterwards  took  possession ;  "  that  a  few  days  previous  to  that  date,  the 
Province  of  Louiaana  was,  with  all  due  ceremonial,  surrendered  to  the  French  Re- 
public. The  governor,  Salcedo,  and  the  Marquis  do  De  Gaffa  Calvo,  acted  as  conmii»- 
sioners  on  the  part  of  his  Catholic  Majesty ;  and  the  colonial  prefect,  citizen  Laussart, 
as  the  representative  of  the  French  Government."  From  the  same  authority,  January 
23,  1804,  it  appears  that,  20th  December,  1803,  possession  was  formally  ceded  by 
France  to  the  American  governor,  with  appropriate  ceremonies.  The  concluding 
paragraph  describes  the  new  establishment  to  have  consisted  principally  of  Frenchmen. 
"  The  governor  has  confirmed  the  municipality,  which  consists  of  a  mayor,  council, 
secretar}',  and  city  treasurer.  They  are  all  Frenchmen.  The  same  duties  are  paid  as 
under  the  old  regime." 

«  [The  Societade  Felix,  I  W.  Rob.  303.  For  other  cases  as  to  joint  capture,  see 
The  Nordstem,  1  Acton,  128,  note.] 

*  [Otherwise,  where  witnesses  from  the  captured  vessel  cannot  be  obtained.  The 
Galen,  2  Dod.  21.] 
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Campcrdown,  cutter,  against  which  it  was  objected,  "  that  the  allega- 
tion did  not  aver  the  asserted  joint  captor  ever  to  have  been  seen  by 
the  captured  vessel.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  actual  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate.  This  cap- 
ture was  made  so  long  ago  as  17th  April,  1800,  and  has  been  the 
subject  of  a  very  long  litigation,  without  any  interposition  on  the 
part  of  the  asserted  joint  chaser,  till  the  5th  August,  1803.  This 
delay  must  be  taken  as  aflbrding  a  strong  inference  against  the  reality 
of  the  claim  now  set  up ;  even  on  the  mere  ground  of  delay,  a  ques- 
tion might  justly  be  raised,  whether  the  actual  captor,  being  suffered 
to  proceed  alone,  and  at  a  great  expense  so  long,  should 
*  not  be  protected  against  latent  claims  of  this  kind,  that  [  *  121  ] 
were  never  advanced  till  the  main  interests  of  the  cause 
were  successfully  established.  It  will,  at  least,  be  required  that  a 
very  clear  case  should  be  made  out  to  support  the  claim,  especially 
as  the  preparatory  examinations  make  no  mention  of  such  a  vessel 
being  in  sight.  The  plea  set  up  is,  that  The  Earl  Spencer  and  The 
Campcrdown  were  both  lying  in  Dover  Roads,  when  the  boatmen 
brought  intelligence  of  the  prize.  The  Earl  Spencer  sailed  first,  at 
eight  o'clock.  The  cutter,  receiving  the  intelligence  afterwards,  and 
If^arning  the  course  that  the  l^arl  SpcnceV  had  taken,  followed  at  nine. 
It  is  allcgfHl,  that,  at  one  o'clock.  The  Campcrdown  saw  The  Earl 
Sfwnccr  and  the  prize,  but  it  is  not  averred  that  the  prize  saw  them, 
only  that  The  Earl  Spencer  did.  A  fog  came  on,  and  they  pursued 
their  course  till  four  o'clock.  The  capture  was  made  at  one,  as  it  is 
alleged,  at  the  distance  of  about  seven  or  eight  miles  from  The  Cam- 
pcrdown, and  so  near  as  to  be  within  hearing  of  the  guns.  It  is 
alleged  that  The  Earl  Spencer  knew  them  to  be  in  chase,  but  not 
that  the  prize  had  any  such  apprehension,  only  that  they  were  near 
eooogh  to  bear  the  guns,  and  to  have  been  seen  at  the  time  of  the 
capture,  if  sight  had  not  been  intercepted  by  a  thick  fog.  It  is  not 
averred  that  they  were  in  sight  at  the  time  of  capture,  nor  that  the 
captured  vessel  knew  them  to  be  in  chase.  One  of  these  facts  is 
essentially  necessary  ;  for  although  a  joint  chaser  may  share,  though 
obscured  at  the  time  of  capture  by  an  accidental  fog,  such  a  claim 
has  never  been  supported,  unless  when  it  has  appeared  that 
the  *  ship  was  known  by  the  enemy,  as  well  as  by  the  [  *  122  ] 
frieodf  to  be  in  chase. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence.  If  the  facts  of  the  claim  can  be  well 
fonixled,  they  will  not  be  baned  by  the  objection  to  the  time  at 
which  they  are  brought  forward.     Notice  was  given  much  earlier  of 


123  CASES    DETERMINED    IN  THE 

Tho  Fadrelandet.    5  C.  Rob. 

an  intention  to  claim,  and  nothing  more  can  be  required.  It  is  by 
no  means  necessary  that  the  party  should  actually  interpose  in  the 
litigation,  inasmuch  as  he  cannot  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  nor  is 
he  subject  to  costs  and  damages,  the  whole  proceeding  being  pro- 
perly the  act  of  the  captor.  As  to  the  merits  of  the  case,  it  is  admit- 
ted that  a  ship,  intercepted  by  a  fog  from  being  in  sight,  may  main- 
tain a  title  to  share.     The  case,  turns,  therefore,  upon  the  question  of 

joint  chasing. 

* 

The  Court  interrupted  the  counsel,  observing — All  that  is  now 
averred  in  this  allegation  is,  that  the  persons  on  board  The  Camper- 
down  saw  the  prize.  That  alone  will  not  be  sufficient;  as  it  is  a 
principle  of  law  which  has  been  laid  down  again  and  again  here, 
and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that  a  case  of  joint  capture  cannot  be 
proved  only  by  witnesses  on  board  the  ship  claiming. 

Laurence.  The  situation  of  the  vessels  may  be  proved  by  the 
log. 

Court.  This  allegation  is  given  after  a  very  heavy  liti- 
[  •  123  ]  gation,  in  which  the  interest  of  prize  altogether  *  has  been 
for  a  long  time  contested  in  this  court  and  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal.  I  cannot  but  think  that,  at  this  late  time,  the  claim  comes 
forward  very  unfavorably,  after  very  heavy  expenses  have  been 
incurred.  It  is  certainly  not  necessary  for  a  joint  captor  to  give  an 
appearance  throughout  the  whole  of  the  suit ;  that  would  be  only  to 
incur  additional  expense.  At  the  same  time,  it  may  be  a  great  hard- 
ship on  the  actual  captor  that  he  should  be  exposed  to  the  whole 
burden  of  the  litigation  whilst  the  question  is  in  doubt,  and  that  the 
constructive  captor  should  afterwards  come  forward  to  share  in  the 
event,  without  taking  any  part  of  the  risk.  I  cannot  but  think  that 
it  would  be  a  fortunate  circumstance  if  the  court  should  lay  down 
some  rule  upon  this  subject,  supposing  it  competent  to  do  so,  that 
an  allegation  should  not  be  admissible,  unless  it  is  given  during  the 
suit  and  before  the  actual  captor  has  fought  the  whole  battle.  The 
constructive  captor  will  still  retain  considerable  advantage  in  not 
being  subject  to  costs  and  damages ;  because,  as  the  whole  act  of 
capture  is  the  act  of  the  captor,  he  is  the  person  that  must  sustain  it 
It  will  be  for  the  further  consideration  of  the  court  whether  some 
such  rule  may  not  be  consistent  with  justice,  and  well  suited  to  the 
general  convenience  of  all  parties.  The  allegation,  as  it  now  stands, 
cannot  be  admitted ;  since  it  has  been  repeatedly  decided  by  the 
highest  authority  of  the  Superior  Court,  that  a  claim  of  this  kind 
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cmnnot  be  established  on  the  sole  testimony  of  persons  swearing  in 
their  own  behalf,  and  that  no  such  claim  ought  to  be  admitted. 
That  The  Camperdown  should  have  been  known  to  The  Earl  Spen- 
cer to  be  in  chase  would  not  be  a  sufficient  averment, 
because  it  might  *  be  known  only  from  information.  If  it  [  *  124  ] 
can  be  alleged  that  The  Camperdown  was  seen  by  The 
Earl  Spencer,  and  that  she  was  intercepted  only  by  an  accidental 
fog  at  the  time  of  capture,  it  may  support  the  principle,  provided 
that  fact  is  proved  by  the  evidence  of  persons  on  board  The  Earl 
Spencer ;  for  I  have  already  said,  that  the  evidence  of  persons  on 
board  the  asserted  joint  captor  alone  will  not  be  sufficient  If  thb 
fatct  can  be  established,  it  may  also  establish  the  fact  that  she  was 
seen  by  the  captured  vessel  as  well  as  by  the  actual  captor. 
For  I  shall  certainly  require  both  these  facts  to  be  established  ;  one 
by  direct  evidence,  the  other  by  implication  and  necessary  inference. 
If  these  averments  can  be  made,  the  allegation  may  be  admitted. 

February  28th.     The  allegation  not  having  been  reformed,  the 
judge  rejected  the  same. 


La  Virginie,  Coigneau. 

March  6,  1804. 

Jomt  cmptore.    Comter  allegation,  that  tho  cUilmant  had  sheered  off  on  a  contrary  route, 

nader  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  rejected^ 

This  was  a  case  of  joint  capture,  on  a  counter  allegation  offered 
on  the  part  of  the  actual  captor.  The  Miranda,  stating  that  the 
claimant  in  joint  capture  had  discontinued  the  chase,  and  was  stand- 
ing on  a  different  course  at  the  time  of  capture. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  the  Kififf's  Advocate  stated  —  That  it 
appeared  in  evidence  that  The  Minerva  had  engaged  the  enemy  at 
frar  o*clock  in  the  morning,  but,  having  only  one  gun,  was 
beaten  'off;  that  she  dogged  the  prize  through  the  whole  [  •125] 
of  the  day,  and  was  in  sight  when  the  capture  was  effected 
in  the  evening  by  The  Miranda,  appearing  under  French  colors ;  that, 


*  [For  cms  rapectiiig  joint  captures,  see  The  Kordsten,  1  Actoo,  128,  note] 
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under  these  facts,  if  the  schooner  did  stand  aloof  at  the  appearance 
of  The  Miranda,  owing  to  her  being  under  French  colors,  it  could  by 
no  means  be  considered  as  such  diBcontinuance  of  the  chase,  as 
would  defeat  the  claim  of  joint  capture. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence.  The  Minerva  was  a  small  tender, 
sent  out  to  impress  men,  and  carried  one  gun  only,  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  to  English  merchant  vessels.  There  was  no  ammus 
capiendi,  therefore,  in  her  first  purpose,  nor  any  commission  by  which 
she  was  authorized  to  make  captures.  Under  such  circumstances, 
.nothing  short  of  actual  assistance  could  be  sufficient  to  establish  a 
claim  to  share  in  prize.  It  is,  indeed,  alleged  that  the  schooner  had 
attempted  an  engagement  in  the  morning,  but  she  was  beaten  off, 
and  obliged  to  keep  all  day  out  of  gun-shot.  It  is  not  to  be  ima- 
gined, therefore,  that  she  could  be  an  object  of  terror  to  the  enemy, 
or  that  she  could  retain  a  purpose  of  resuming  farther  operations 
against  this  vessel.  The  fact  is  not  denied  that  she  was  standing 
aloof  at  the  time  of  capture.  On  the  other  side,  it  is  not  admitted, 
but  denied,  that  this  abandonment  of  her  purpose  was  owing  to  the 
appearance  of  The  Miranda  under  French  colors. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  question  to  be  determined  is,  whe- 
[  *  126  ]  ther  the  allegation,  if  proved,  will  have  the  •effect  of  exclud- 
ing the  claim  of  joint-capture  brought  by  the  admiralty,  in 
virtue  of  the  services  of  this  non-commissioned  vessel.^  It  appears 
that  the  schooner  had  maintained  a  severe  engagement  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  though  beaten  off,  she  had  hung  upon  the  enemy  through 
the  whole  day.  It  cannot  be  denied,  therefore,  that  there  had  been 
at  first  an  animus  capiendi ;  and  it  is,  I  think,  to  be  inferred  from  her 
subsequent  conduct,  that  the  contest  was  not  given  up  on  her  part, 
but  deferred,  until  some  more  propitious  opportunity  of  effecting  the 
capture  might  offer.  Had  not  this  been  her  intention,  she  w^ould 
have  taken  some  other  course,  instead  of  continuing,  as  she  did, 
within  sight  of  the  enemy  through  the  whole  day.  The  privateer 
x^ame  up,  and,  as  it  is  represented  in  this  counter  allegation,  chased 
first  under  English  colors ;  and  it  is  asserted  that  the  schooner  was 
jat  that  time  making  off.     It  is,  I  think,  highly  improbable,  that  after 


^  The  schooner  was  one  of  several  vessels  sent  out  by  men-of-war  in  the  channel  to 
impress  meif,  though  without  any  authority  to  entitle  them  to  make  prize  for  the 
benefit  of  their  men-of-war.     Vide  supra^  Mcbmane. 
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having  hung  upon  the  enemy  all  day  whilst  alone,  she  should  have 
sheered  off,  on  seeing  another  vessel  under  British  colors  join  in  the 
chase.  Under  the  view  which  I  have  taken  of  the  ponduct  of  the 
schooner,  scarcely  any  evidence  would  convince  me  of  so  improbable 
an  act,  as  that  she  had  at  that  time  discontinued  the  chase ;  or  if  she 
at  all  altered  her  course,  it  must,  I  think,  have  been  owing 
to  the  appearance  of  the  Frenbh  •colors,  which  it  is  ad-  [*  127] 
mitted,  The  Miranda  did  at  one  time  assume.  The  priva- 
teer afterwards  iired  a  gun,  and  hoisted  English  colors ;  the  prize 
strnck,  and  immediately  the  schooner  came  up.  All  these  facts  fully 
persuade  me,  that  she  was  in  reality  continuing  the  chase,  and  that 
if  there  was  any  falling  off,  it  was  only  during  the  time  whilst  the 
privateer  was  under  French  colors,  which,  though  not  done  with  any 
view  of  deceit,  might  produce  an  alteration  of  purpose  on  the  part  of 
the  tender,  owing  to  the  utter  impossibility  of  accomplishing  her 
design  under  such  circumstances.  The  question  being,  whether  the 
facts  alleged  in  this  counter  allegation  would,  if  proved,  have  the 
effect  of  excluding  the  tender,  or  rather  the  admiralty  in  her  right ; 
and  my  opinion  being  that  scarcely  any  evidence  could  support  the 
averment,  that  the  tender  had  sheered  off,  otherwise  than  owing  to 
the  appearance  of  The  Miranda  under  French  colo^^,  I  am  inclined 
to  pronounce  that  this  counter  allegation  could  not  have  the  effect  of 
excluding  the  claim  of  joint  capture,  and  that  it  must  be  rejected. 


Tub  Mercurius,  Jonassen. 

March  9,  1804. 

rmpeitj  of  fmall  mmonnt  restored  without  the  expense  of  a  formal  claim.    Rule  framed  to 

the  extent  of  100/.,  refused  to  100  guineas. 

For  the  purpose  of  avoiding  disproportionate  expenses  in  small 
claims,  the  court  had  permitted  property  under  the  amount  of  100/1 
to  be  restored  without  the  expense  of  a  fonnal  claim. 

•  la  this  case,  Arnold  moved  the  court  to  allow  the  same  [  •  128  ] 
nee  to  a  property  estimated  only  at  100  guineas. 


The  Court  said  —  That  it  was  necessary  to  confine  this  indul- 
gence to  some  definite  amount ;  that  whatever  was  the  sum  fixed. 
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there  would  be  always  other  sums  just  exceeding  that,  which  might 
not  be  distinguishable  in  principle;   at  the  same  time  that  it  was 
necessary  to  adhere  to  the  rule  laid  down. 
Motion  refused. 


The  Jan  Frederick,  Bloedorne. 

Ik 

March  9,  1804. 

Contract  in  contemplation  of  war,  for  the  transfer  of  colonial  property,  tn  transitu^  held 

illegal 

This  was  a  question  on  the  legality  of  a  contract  made  for  colo- 
nial produce,  in  transitu,  10th  May,  1803,  before  the  war,  but  in 
avowed  contemplation  of  war  on  the  part  of  the  contracting  parties. 

On  the  part  of  the  capture,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Parsons. 
This  question  relates  to  a  very  considerable  quantity  of  colonial  pro- 
duce, in  this  and  in  other  vessels,  shipped  as  Dutch  property,  on 
board  a  Dutch  ship  and  bound  to  Holland,  but  purchased  in  itinere 
by  Mr.  Jonassen,  of  Embden,  under  a  contract  of  the  10th  of  May, 
1803.  The  case  has  been  admitted  to  farther  proof,  and  it  now 
appears,  from  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Jonassen  and  the  letters  exhibited, 
that  the  Dutch  owners  first  applied  to  him  in  March,  under  appre- 
hension of  war,  to  neutralize  the  property,  but  that  he  refused ;  that 
they  then  offered  to  sell,  and  he  acceded  to  their  proposals, 
[  *  129  ]  *  and  made  this  purchase.  The  contract  stipulates  that  the 
Dutch  owners  should  indorse  the  bills  of  lading  to  the  pur- 
chaser, on  their  arrival  in  Europe.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  considered 
as  a  complete  transfer,  so  as  to  change  the  title  of  property.  But,  inde- 
pendent of  that  objection  it  is  a  contract  that  could  not  be  sustained  in 
point  of  law,  inasmuch  as  it  is  an  established  principle  that  property 
cannot  be  transferred  from  the  enemy  in  transitu,  in  time  of  war,  or  in 
contemplation  of  war.  Exceptions  have  been  allowed  in  favor  of 
particular  transfers  made  on  the  eve  of  hostilities,  but  only  in  cases 
where  that  event  has  been  wholly  unforeseen,  and  manifestly  out  of 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties.  In  this  case,  on  the  contrary,  the 
contemplation  of  war,  and  the  apprehension  of  capture,  is  the  sole 
foundation  of  the  whole  proceeding.  This  purpose  is  admitted  and 
avowed  by  the  parties  themselves,  through  the  whole  negotiation, 
so  that  no  dispute  can  arise  on  the  fact     On  principle  it  comes 
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directly  under  the  authority  of  The  Negotie  en  Zeevaart,^  The  Dank- 
bar  Africain,  and  that  whole  class  of  cases.  As  to  the  fairness  of  such 
a  transaction  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  he  is  as  much  implicated 
in  the  unneutral  purpose  of  protecting  the  property  of  the  enemy 
from.the  danger  of  war,  as  Mr.  DeConinck  was  in  the  case  of  The 
Rendsborg,  by  the  same .  sort  of  avowal  of  the  main  object  of  the 
transfer,  as  passed  between  the  parties  in  that  negotiation. 

On  the  other  side,  Arnold  and  Laurence.  As  to  the  fact  of  the 
purchase,  it  is  to  be  considered,  undoubtedly,  as  a  real  and  band  fide 
transaction  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser,  who  appears  to 
have  been  *  so  far  from  lending  himself  to  defeat  the  rights  [  *  130  ] 
of  war,  that  he  had  rejected  every  proposal  of  advantage 
that  had  been  made  to  him  for  that  purpose.  It  is  also  a  full  and 
complete  transfer  in  point  of  law,  and  in  no  manner  imperfect  on 
account  of  the  engagement  to  indorse  the  bills  of  lading  when  they 
arrived.  Such  an  act  would  naturally  be  required,  as  evidence  of  the 
property,  and  more  particularly  to  entitle  tlie  parties  to  receive  the 
goods  from  the  master  of  the  ship ;  but  it  can  by  no  means  be  con- 
sidered as  the  substance  of  the  transfer,  or  as  an  essential  part  of  the 
title  of  the  purchaser.  If  the  bills  of  lading  had  been  by  accident 
destroyed,  could  it  be  supposed  that  no  title  could  have  been  made  ? 
It  i»  rather  the  undertaking  to  do  further  acts  to  secure  a  title  than 
an  essential  part  of  the  contract  of  sale.  As  to  the  other  objection 
that  has  been  urged  against  it  as  a  transfer  in  transitu^  it  is  to  be  re- 
nienibered  that  the  whole  of  that  class  of  cases  relate  to  transfers  in 
time  of  war,  by  which  a  new  state  of  things  is  introduced;  and 
though  the  contemplation  of  war  has  been  brought  into  the  argument, 
there  is  no  case  extant  in  which  such  a  transfer  having  taken  place 
before  hostilities,  and  before  the  character  of  enemies'  property 
had  attached,  has  been  pronounced  illegal.  The  contemplation  of 
war,  in  this  case,  was  a  mere  mercantile  speculation  commencing 
three  months  before  the  war  broke  out,  by  which  the  individual  chose 
Co  give  up  a  part  of  his  property  to  secure  the  rest.  If  such  a  trans- 
action is  to  be  brought  within  the  range  of  rules,  which  are  justified 
ooly  as  rules  of  w*ar,  what  limits  will  in  future  be  assigned  to  the 
operation  of  these  rules  ?  In  the  time  of  profound  peace, 
war  is  at  all  times  so  far  a  possible  event,  that  it  may  *  be  [  •  131  ] 
supposed  to  form  a  part  of  all  mercantile  speculations,  and 
yet  no  one  would  say,  that  the  legality  of  such  a  speculation  could 


^  Supniy  vol.  1,  p.  107. 
8* 
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on  that  ground  be  called  in  question.  The  rule  of  law  has  hitherto 
been  applied  only  to  transfers  in  time  of  war,  which  introduces  a  new 
state  of  things  for  a  known  and  definite  period.  It  is  the  law  for  the 
time  of  war.  To  apply  it  to  antecedent  transactions,  would  be  inde- 
finite in  extent,  and  most  vexatious  to  the  free  speculations  of  trade. 
The  shipment,  the  sale,  and  detention  of  this  property  were  all  prior 
to  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities,  and,  therefore,  this  contract  cannot 
fairly  be  made  subject  to  any  such  principle. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  arises  on  parts  of  several  cargoes 
put  on  board  Dutch  ships  in  January  and  February,  1803,  and  brought 
in  under  the  general  embargo  on  Dutch  property,  previous  to  hostili- 
ties, in  the  month  of  May.  The  property  is  documented  for  the  ac- 
count and  risk  of  certain  estates  in  Surinam  ;  and  certainly,  if  it  was 
not  allowable  under  any  considerations  to  aver  against  the  evidence 
of  the  ship's  documents,  it  must  be  subject  to  condemnation  as  Dutch 
property.  But  the  court  has  opened  a  door  to  such  claims,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  averment  of  the  ship's  papers,  and  it  has  done  this,  on  a 
consideration  of  the  fair  course  of  mercantile  speculation  in  time  of 

peace.^     It  has  even  allowed  a  change  of  property  in  trau' 
[  *  132  ]  situ^  by  the  ^  transfer  of  the  bills  of  lading,  where  *  it  had 

been  done  without  any  view  of  accommodation  to  relieve 
the  seller  from  the  pressure  or  prospect  of  war.  In  the  present  in- 
stance, there  is  no  proof  of  any  tramsfer  of  the  bills  of  lading,  except 
as  to  one  or  two  parcels  of  goods  belonging  to  the  widow  Noble, 
which  do  indeed  bear  an  indorsement,  but  whether  they  were  so  in- 
dorsed before  or  after  the  war,  it  does  not  appear.  This  alone  would 
be  sufficient  to  defeat  the  claim,  since,  till  the  bill  of  lading  was  so 
indorsed,  the  contract  would,  I  apprehend,  be  a  thing  remaining  in 
covenant  only.  It  might  subject  the  party  to  an  action  damni  dati^ 
but  it  would  not  amount  to  a  transfer,  being  only  an  engagement 
that  the  goods  should  be  transferred  when  they  arrived.  That  a  trans- 
fer may  take  place  in  transitu^  has,  I  have  already  observed,  been  de- 
cided in  two  or  three  cases,  where  there  had  been  no  actual  war,  nor 
any  prospect  of  war,  mixing  itself  with  the  transaction  of  the  parties. 
But,  in  time  of  war,  this  is  prohibited  as  a  vicious  contract,  being  a 
fraud  on  belligerent  rights,  not  only  in  the  particular  transaction,  but 
in  the  great  facility  which  it  would  necessarily  introduce,  of  evading 


1  [The  Frincessa,  2  C.  Bob.  49,  note.] 

3  In  The  Yda  and  Kingma,  and  other  cases. 
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those  rights  beyond  the  possibility  of  detection.^     It  is  a  road  that,  in 
time  of  war,  must  be  shut  up ;  for  although   honest  men  might  be 
induced  to  travel  it  with  very  innocent  intentions,  the  far  greater  pro- 
portion of  those  who  passed,  would  use  it  only  for  sinister  purposes, 
and  with  views  of  fraud  on  the  rights  of  the  belligerent.     This,  how- 
ever, is  not  a  ^contract  made  in  time  of  war,  and,  therefore,  an  im- 
portant question  is  raised,  Whether  the  contemplation  of  war  would 
have  the  same  eflfect  in  vitiating  these  contracts  as  actual  war  ?     It 
cannot  be  said  that  all  engagements  in  the  proximity  of 
•  war,  into  which  the  speculation  of  war  might  enter,  as  for  [  •  133  ] 
instance,  with  regard  to  the  price,  would  therefore  be  invalid. 
The  contemplation  of  war  is  undoubtedly  to  be  taken  in  a  more  re- 
stricted sense.    But  if  the  contemplation  of  war  leads  immediately  to 
the  transfer,  and  becomes  the  foundation  of  a  contract  that  would  not 
otherwise  be  entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  seller ;  and  this  is  known 
to  be  so  done,  in  the  understanding  of  the  purchaser,  though  on  his 
part  there  may  be  other  concurrent  motives,  as  in  the  case  of  The 
Bcndsborg,'  such  a  contract  cannot  be  held  good  on  the  same  princi- 
ple that  applies  to  invalidate  a  transfer  in  transitu  in  time  of  actual 
war.     The  motive  may  indeed  be  difficult  to  be  proved*— but  that 
will  be  the  difficulty  of  particular  cases.     Supposing  the  fact  to  be 
estabIi^hed,  that  it  is  a  sale  under  an  admitted  necessity,  arising  from 
a  certain  expectation  of  war ;  that  it  is  a  sale  of  goods  not  in  the 
{Khs«esHion  of  the  seller,  and  in  a  state  where  they  could  not,  during 
war,  bo  legally  transferred,  on  account  of  the  fraud  on  belligerent 
rights ;  —  I  cannot  but  think  tliat  the  same  fraud  is  committed  against 
the  belligerent,  not  indeed  as  an  actual  belligerent,  but  as  one  who 
wa.*s  in  the  clear  expectation  of  both  the  contracting  parties,  likely  to 
bei*ome  a  belligerent,  before  tlie  arrival  of  the  property,  which  is  made 
the  sobject  of  their  agreement.      The  nature  of   both  contracts  is 
identically  the  same,  being  equally  to  protect  the  property  from  cap- 
ture of  war  —  not,  indeed,  in  either  case,  from  capture  at  the  present 
moment  when  the  contract  is  made,  but  from  the  danger  of  capture, 
when  it  was  likely  to  occur.     The  object  is  the  same  in  both  in- 
stances, to  aflbrd  a  guaranty  against  the  same  crisis.     In 
other  •  words,  both  arc  done  for  the  purpose  of  eluding  a  [  *  134  ] 
belligerent  right,  either  present  or  expected.     Both  contracts 
are  framed  with  the  same  animo  fraudandi^  and  arc,  in  my  opinion, 
jiudy  subject  to  the  same  rule. 


1  [See  The  Vrow  Mai^garctha,  1  C.  Bob.  336,  notes.] 
«  [4  C.  Bob.  121.] 
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Upon  the  general  ground,  also,  of  guarding  against  fraud,  it 
appears  to  me  to  be  equally  necessary  to  apply  the  same  rule  to 
antecedent  contracts  of  this  nature.  The  danger  and  extent  of  the 
mischief  to  be  apprehended  is  perhaps  greater,  as  it  is  the  only 
method  by  which  the  accumulation  of  colonial  produce  could  be 
brought  home.  It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  the  destination  is 
from  the  colony  to  the  port  of  the  mother  country ;  in  which,  with 
the  slightest  management,  a  system  of  protecting  the  interests  of  the 
enemy  might  be  constructed  which  no  vigilance  could  detect.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  if  the  papers  and  letters  which  have  been 
produced,  do  sufficiently  establish  the  purpose  attributed  to  the  con- 
tract,—  if  it  is  proved  to  have  been  built  immediately  and  funda- 
mentally on  the  contemplation  of  war,  on  the  part  of  the  seller,  and 
that  it  would  not  otherwise  have  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  pur- 
chaser, it  is  an  illegal  contract,  and  must  so  be  held  on  every  ground 
on  which  similar  contracts  in  time  of  war  have  been  held  to  be 
invalid. 

It  remains,  then,  only  to  consider  the  evidence  of  this  fact ;  though 
perhaps  a  preliminary  question  might  not  unfairly  be  raised,  which 
would  haipe  excluded  all  other  observations;  namely,  whether  in 
truth  this  contract  was  a  bond  fide  transfer.  I  shall  not  think  it 
necessary  to  go  through  these  papers  particularly  with  that 
[  *  135  ]  view,  farther  than  to  observe,  that  there  *  are  passages 
which  do  exhibit,  to  my  apprehension,  strong  grounds  of 
suspicion  that  it  was  not  a  bond  fide  contract  in  itself.  The  claim  is 
given  for  Mr.  Jonassen  of  Embden,  who  is  described  to  be  a  person 
of  property,  though  I  do  not  recollect  the  name  in  the  various  trans- 
actions of  the  last  war,  which  have  brought  to  our  notice  the  names 
of  most  houses  of  extensive  credit  at  Embden.  He  seems  to  have 
been  a  sole  trader,  as  he  appears,  from  a  circular  letter  exhibited  in 
the  evidence,  to  have  just  formed  a  new  partnership  after  the  com- 
mencement of  this  transaction.  This  large  purchase  was  made, 
therefore,  on  his  own  sole  credit.  It  appears,  likewise,  that  there  is 
a  house  of  the  same  name  at  Amsterdam,  and  that  payment  was  to 
be  made  by  bills  drawn  on  them.  I  will  not  venture  to  say  whether 
Mr.  Jonassen  had  any  connection  with  that  house  or  not,  but  every 
body  must  perceive  that  such  a  circumstance  would  at  least  afford 
no  inconsiderable  facility  to  cover  a  transaction  of  this  kind.  I 
observe  likewise  that  this  contract  stands  not  only  on  the  sole  com- 
mercial credit  of  Mr.  Jonassen,  but  on  his  sole  credit,  also,  in  point 
of  veracity,  since  none  of  his  clerks,  nor  any  other  persons  associated 
in  the  transaction,  have  been  examined.  Only  one  person,  a  notary- 
public  at  Amsterdam,  attests,  <<  that  he  perceives  by  Mr.  Green's  copy- 
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book  that  Jonassen's  letters  were  actually  answered ;  that  he  in- 
spected the  original  bills  of  exchange,  and  made  copies  of  them." 
Mr.  Jonassen  states  in  his  afTidavit,  <<  that  he  bought  the  goods  for 
himself  and  his  partakers,  (though  it  does  not  appear  who  these  par- 
takers are,  nor  whether  they  might  not  be  trustees  for  the  house ' 
at  Amsterdam,)  that  it  was  a  bond  fide  transaction,  *  that  [  *  136  ] 
the  bills  of  exchange  were  true  and  genuine,  and  that  the 
letters  were  really  despatched,  and  were  genuine  and  original."  The 
magistrates  by  whom  they  are  authenticated,  certify,  <'  that  as  they 
were  exhibited  to  them,  and  bore  the  post-mark,  they  could  not  refuse 
to  certify  that  they  were  true  and  genuine."  This  is  the  whole 
guaranty  that  is  oiTered  of  the  actual  occurrence  of  such  a  transac- 
tion, except  the  production  of  the  letters  themselves.  I  cannot  but 
think  that  this  proof  would  be  very  insufficient  to  entitle  the  party  to 
restitution.  Other  persons  arc  stated  to  be  partakers,  though  it  is 
not  shown  who  they  were,  nor  whether  they  were  even  known  to  Mr. 
Jonassen.  That  his  aflidavit  alone  should  be  sufficient  to  authenti- 
cate the  whole  fairness  and  reality  of  this  contract,  would  be  too 
much  to  maintain. 

It  is  material,  however,  to  observe  the  manner  in  which  the  trans- 
action begins.  The  king's  message  to  parliament,  of  the  8th  of 
March,  1*:H)3,  could  not  but  have  produced  a  considerable  sensation 
on  the  continent  The  first  letter  that  is  exhibited  is  from  the 
owners  in  Holland,  of  the  2oth  March,  and  seems  to  be  introduced 
chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  there  had  been  a  commercial 
connection  between  the  parties  before,  though  it  was  reduced  to  a  very 
languishing  state.  To  this  letter  no  answer  is  produced.  The  first 
letter  of  Mr.  Jonassen  is  of  the  12th  of  April,  written  in  answer  to 
one  of  the  9th,  which  was  an  answer  to  one  of  the  1st,  written  by 
Mr.  Jonassen,  though  that  letter  is  not  produced.  It  is  not  improba- 
ble that  this  letter  of  the  1st  might  have  thrown  some  fight  on  the 
real  character  of  the  contract,  as  containing  some  observa- 
tions on  the  necessary  steps •*  to  be  taken  in  conducting  [*  137  ] 
sncb  a  transaction  in  that  critical  situation  of  afl'airs,  as  in 
Mr.  DeConinck's  case  it  may  be  remembered,  the  first  invitation 
came  from  him.  In  the  lettcT  of  the  9th  of  April,  the  Dutch  owners 
advert  to  the  uncertain  prospect  of  affiiirr*,  and  ask  if  they  can  get 
good^  coming  from  the  Dutch  colonies  neutmlized,  by  which  expres- 
rioQ  they  must,  I  think,  be  understood  to  point  explicitly  to  a  state 
of  war.  The  answer  of  Mr.  Jonassen  is  material,  as  it  at  least 
shows  that  the  contract  took  place  under  an  avowed  necessity  on  the 
part  of  the  Dutch  owners,  arising  out  of  their  apprehensions  of  war. 
He  writes  to  them  in  these  terms :  '<  Your  apprehensions  arc  just,  but 
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you  must  not  flatter  yourself  that  it  will  be  sufficient  merely  to  neu- 
tralize the  property.  The  English  have  shown,  during  the  late  war, 
that  they  knew  how  to  discern  property  neutralized  from  that  which 
is  really  Prussian.  For  my  part,  I  will  have  nothing  to  do  with 
such  transactions,  nor  do  I  believe  that  any  respectable  house  in 
Embden  will  be  found  to  engage  in  them."  I  hope  that  this  could 
be  no  news,  that  no  house  of  real  dignity  and  true  credit  would 
engage  in  such  a  system  of  fraud  and  perjury ;  though  one  hardly 
sees  how  the  credit  of  the  house  was  of  any  consequence,  since 
nothing  more  was  wanted  than  a  mere  neutral  name  to  hang  to 
their  goods.  He  goes  on  :  "I  cannot  serve  you."  On  which,  I  can- 
not but -observe,  that  they  had  not  proposed  it  to  him;  they  had 
merely  asked  if  it  could  be  done  ^t  Embden.  Then  comes  some- 
thing which  might,  perhaps,  in  its  references,  be  not  immaterial :  "  If  I 

can  render  myself  useful  to  you  in  any  other  manner,  I  shall 
[  *  138  ]  *  be  happy  to  serve  you."     Whether  any  thing  had  passed 

before,  I  am  not  authorized  to  say ;  but  it  is  not  improbable 
that  this  might  relate  to  some  other  proposals  which  he  had  held  out. 
In  the  answer  to  this  letter,  the  persons  in  Holland  v/rite :  "  We  have 
the  greatest  satisfaction  in  finding  that  you  decline  to  neutralize."  I 
say  again,  they  had  never  asked  him  to  undertake  it;  they  had  only 
desired  to  be  informed,  whether  it  was  feasible  at  his  place.  Surely 
such  inconsistencies  betray  strong  marks  of  a  correspondence  not 
genuine.  The  letter  goes  on :  "  Since  neutralizing  is  not  possible, 
could  not  the  goods  be  sold  at  your  place  after  shipment,  to  secure 
us  against  a  total  loss  ?  "  Can  there  be  a  more  explicit  declaration, 
that  the  seller  was  led  to  enter  into  this  transaction,  only  as  an  expe- 
dient to  save  his  goods  fromHhe  danger  of  war,  which  he  considered 
as  imminent  and  certain.  This  letter  was  written  on  the  9th  of 
April,  and  was  received  on  the  12th,  and  on  the  very  day  of  the 
receipt  does  Mr.  Jonassen  take  on  himself  this  large  contract ;  or,  if 
there  were  other  partakers,  who  do  not  appear,  it  would  not  be  less 
extraordinary,  that  with  so  short  a  titne  for  deliberation  with  them, 
Mr.  Jonassen  should  take  on  himself  the  responsibility  as  the  princi- 
pal at  least,  and  as  the  only  person  who  appears  to  have  been  known 
to  the  sellers  in  this  transaction.  The  next  letter  is  from  Amster- 
dam, and  mentions  advices  received  of  the  shipments  from  Surinam. 
It  adverts  again  to  the  prospect  of  public  affairs,  and  says,  "  as  no 
reliance  can  be  placed  on  our  underwriters."  There  was  an  end  of 
insurance,  then ;  that  is  obvious.     The  owners  were  insured  against 

sea  risk,  but  not  against  the  chance  of  war ;  against  that 
[  *  139  ]  there  was  no  one  to  *  be  found  who  would  insure  them. 

They  then  proceed,  —  "these  circumstances  alone  induce 
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OS  to  accede  to  your  proposal,"  and  mention  is  made  <<  that  Mrs. 
Noble  would  be  glad  to  enter  into  the  same  engagement"  This 
letter  was  received  on  the  3d  of  May,  as  it  appears  from  the  indorse- 
ment On  the  very  same  day  Mr.  Jonasscn  answers  it,  professing 
his  willingness  to  engage  in  the  contract  The  next  letter  from 
Amsterdam,  of  the  7th  of  May,  mentions  that  as  this  is  a  business 

which  requires  despatch,  our  partner,  Mr.  R ,  will  proceed  to  your 

place  to  terminate  the  business  with  you.     At  this  time  Mr.  R^ 

had  not  set  out     On  the   10th  of  May,  Mr.  Jonassen  writes  in 

antfwer  to  the  letter  of  the  7th,  giving  notice  of  Mr.  R 's  arrival, 

and  states  that  they  had  already  been  treating,  but  had  not  come  to 

any  agreement     On  the  same  day,  Mr.  R writes  to  his. partners 

in  Holland,  "  that  there  was  no  time  to  be  lost ;  that  Mr.  Jonassen 
was  very  tenacious ; "  yet,  strange  as  it  will  appear,  the  cont-ract  was 
drawn  up  in  all  its  forms,  bearing  date  on  this  very  day,  when  both 
parties  represent  themselves  to  be  still  treating,  but  at  variance  in 
their  terms.  I  cannot  say  that  all  this  may  not  possibly  have  taken 
place,  as  it  is  represented ;  but,  added  to  the  other  features  of  the  case, 
each  an  apparent  precipitation  in  the  most  material  part  of  the  nego- 
tiation, does,  I  think,  very  considerably  heighten  the  improbability  of 
the  transaction.  There  are  many  other  pasiSages  on  which  similar 
observations  might  be  made,  unfavorable  to  the  reality  of  the  con- 
tract. There  are  still  more  that  might  be  produced  to  show  the 
repeated  acknowledgment  of  the  parties,  that  nothing  else 
than  an  absolute  necessity,  arising  from  approaching  *hos-  [  *  140] 
tilities,  could  have  induced  the  Dutch  owner  to  sell.  "  They 
arc  congratulated  on  having  saved  a  part  of  their  property."  In 
abort,  it  would  be  only  to  consume  time  unnecessarily,  if  I  were  to 
particularize  all  the  passages  that  tend  to  establish  to  a  demonstra- 
tion that  the  contract  was  made  only  as  an  expedient  for  avoiding 
the  consequences  of  war,  which  both  parties  considered  as  inevitable. 
This  id  sufficient  to  support  the  principle  which  I  have  ventured  to 
lay  down,  that  the  same  rule  of  law  is  to  be  applied  to  such  con- 
tracts in  transitu^  made  in  anticipation  of  war,  as  arc  applied  to 
similar  contracts  in  time  of  actual  hostilities.  I  have  already  ad- 
Terted  to  some  unfavorable  observations  that  might  be  made  as  to 
the  reality  of  the  transaction.  On  that  part  of  the  case  it  might  also 
be  farther  observed,  that  the  property  was  to  have  gone  into  the 
hands  of  the  seller,  where  the  whole  agreement  might  have  been 
rescinded;  that  this  circumstance  would  very  much  facilitate  the 
cover  of  fraud ;  at  the  same  time  that  it  does,  perhaps,  throw  some 
degree  of  improbability  on  the  transaction,  that  a  foreign  merchant 
abould  engage  in  so  large  a  purchase  with  persons  who  were  never- 
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theless  to  take  the  actual  possession  of  the  goods,  though  he  appears 
to  have  had  but  very  slender  dealings  with  them  before.  The  letter 
which  opens  the  transaction  is  not  produced,  and  there  are  many 
other  things  which  might  induce  me  to  suspect  that  it  is  not  a  real 
and  genuine  transfer.  But  taking  it  to  be  a  bond  fide  contract,  yet 
being  formed  in  transitu,  for  the  purpose  of  withdrawing  the  property 
from  capture,  it  does  intimately  partake  of  the  nature  of  those  con- 
tracts, which  have,  in  the  repeated  decisions  of  this,  and  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  been  pronounced  null  and  invalid ;  and  I  pronounce 
this  property  subject  to  condemnation. 


[  *  141  ]  •  JuFFRow  Catharina,  Hansen. 

March  13,  1804. 

License  for  raw  materials.    Lace  not  properly  inclndcd. 

Favorable  considerations  arisiilgr  from  the  situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  circomstance  of 
the  orders  haying  been  given,  preyioos  to  the  war,  without  an  opportnnity  of  counter- 
manding.   Restitution.^ 

This  was  a  case  respecting  the  due  application  of  a  license  for  the 


1  [The  United  States  have  made  treaty  stipulations,  respecting  withdrawal  of  pro- 
perty purchased  before  war,  with  the  following  countries :  — 

Algiers,  viiL  Stat,  at  Large  136 

Brazil,  viii.  "  "  396 

Central  America,  viii.  "  "  834 

Chili,  viii.  "  «  439 

Colombia,  viii.  "  "  816 

Costa  Rica,  xi.  "  «  

Ecuador,  viii.  "  "  546 

France,  viii.  "  "  20, 182 

Great  Britain,  viii.  "  «  128 

Guatemala,  x.  "  "  

Mexico,  viii.  "  "  422 

Morocco,  viii.  "  "  104 

"  ix.  «*  «  989 

Netherlands,  viii.  "  "  42 

New  Granada,  ix.  "  "  894 

Peru,  X.  «  «  

Prussia,  viii.  "  "  174 

Spain,  viii.  "  «  144 
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importation  of  certain  raw  materials  from  France,  namely,  whether 
a  parcel  of  lace  could  be  held  to  come  under  that  description. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  lace  was  shipped  under  an  order  given 
before  hostilities ;  and  it  is  argued,  on  the  part  of  the  captors,  that 
lace  is  an  article  which  cannot  be  included  under  the  terms  raw 
materials ;  that  no  protection  can  be  derived  from  the  license ;  and 
that  the  original  order  ought  to  have  been  countermanded  at  the 
breaking  out  of  the  war.  Certainly  if  a  license  is  to  be  deemed 
necessary,  it  will  be  difficult  to  say  that  the  particular  license  alluded 
to  in  the  present  case  can  avail  to  the  protection  of  this  shipment. 
But  there  are  some  considerations  applying  to  the  manner  in  which 
this  shipment  had  originated,  which  may  entitle  it  to  more  indul- 
gence. It  appears  that  goods  were  sent  out  from  this  country  to 
Flanders,  and  that  an  order  was  given,  at  the  same  time,  for  a  return 
of  certain  other  foreign  articles,  and,  among  the  rest,  for  this  lace. 
It  seems  that,  when  an  order  is  given  for  lace,  it  is  put  into  a  state 
of  preparation,  and  that  more  time  is  required  to  countermand  an 
order  for  this  article  than  for  others,  on  which  less  labor  and  prepara- 
tion is  required*  It  is  a  work  of  long  and  slow  process,  in  which 
advances  mast  be  made  to  the  manufacturers ;  and  although  the 
demand  on  that  account  against  the  merchant,  would  be 
suspended  during  hostilities,  it  *  miglit  be  difficult  to  relieve  [  *  142  ] 
the  Britisth  merchant  from  the  demand,  when  the  foreign 
correspondent  was  rehabilitated  and  restored  to  his  right  of  action  by 
the  return  of  peace.  It  is  to  be  remembered  also,  that,  during  the 
present  hostilities,  there  has  been  a  more  than  ordinary  difficulty  in 
carrying  on  any  correspondence  with  the  enemy's  countries ;  a  cir- 
cumstance for  which  the  court  has,  in  other  cases,  thought  it  not 
unreasonable  to  make  some  allowance.  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
party  had  an  opportunity  of  countermanding;  and  although  it  would 
have  been  more  satisfactory,  and  a  more  guarded  proceeding  on  the 
part  of  the  British  merchant,  to  have  applied  for  a  license  for  the 
special  importation  of  this  article,  under  the  circumstances  of  his 


SwcdeD,  Tiii.  Stat  at  Large     68,  72,  74 

VeDCZueUf  TiiL  **        "         478 

A  citizen  canDot  legally,  after  war,  withdraw  his  goods,  though  purchased  iH-forc  the 
from  the  enemj's  countr}-.  The  Rapid,  1  Gall.  295;  S.  C.  8  Cranch,  165; 
St.  Lawrence,  1  GalL  470;  S.  C.  9  Cranch,  120;  The  Alexander,  1  Gall.  532; 
&  C  8  Cnoch,  169;  The  Venus,  8  Cranch,  253.  But  see  The  Brig  l>art,  1  Stew. 
&IOL] 
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case,  there  are  sufficient  considerations  to  induce  the  court  to  think 
favorably  of  this  claim.  There  seems  to  have  been  no  intention  to 
dissemble ;  it  was  owing  to  the  erroneous  conception  of  the  enemy's 
shipper  that  this  article  was  put  on  board,  to  take  the  benefit  of  a 
license  that  had  been  procured  for  other  articles  in  this  vessel.  It  is, 
therefore,  in  this  point  of  view,  distinguishable  firom  Mr.  Hankey's 
case,  in  which  the  shipment  was  made  here,  where  the  party  had 
still  the  dominion  over  the  goods,  and  the  power  to  stop  them  from 
proceeding.  Here  the  dominion  was  in  the  enemy's  shipper,  under  a 
discretion  reposed  in  him  by  orders  before  the  war,  and  which  the 
importer  is  not  shown  to  have  had  any  opportunity  of  countermand-> 
ing.  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that,  by  this  decree,  the  necessity  of 
obtaining  a  license  is  not  in  any  degree  relaxed.     On  the  contrary, 

this  court  cannot  sufficiently  inculcate  the  duty  of  applying, 
[  *  143  ]  in  all  cases,  for  the  protection  of  a  license,  where  •  property 

is  to  be  withdrawn  from  the  country  of  the  enemy ;  it  is, 
indeed,  the  only  safe  way  in  which  parties  can  proceed.  Without 
meaning  in  the  least  to  weaken  the  force  of  this  obligation,  I  think 
the  claim,  under  the  particular  circumstances  of  this  case,  is  justly 
entitled  to  the  favorable  considerations  which  I  have  thrown  out,  and 
I  shall  direct  this  property  to  be  restored. 


The  Wilhelmsberg,  Lubben. 

March  16,  1804. 

Conyement  port  under  the  Prize  Act,  [instructions  to  privateers,]  how  considered,  as  to  tho 
liberty  of  captors  to  choose  the  ports  to  which  they  bring  yessels  for  adjudication.^ 

This  was  a  question  of  costs  and  damages,  owing  to  the  neglect 
of  the  captor,  in  not  bringing  the  vessel  into  what  could  be  reason- 
ably termed  a  convenient  port,  under  the  instructions  to  privateers. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  ship  was  seized  on  a  voyage  from  Amster- 


* 
1  [For  other  cases,  as  to  "  convenient  ports,"  see  The  Anna,  6  C.  Rob.  884 ;  The 

Washington,  6  C.  Bob.  275 ;  The  Catharina  Elizabeth,  1  Acton,  809 ;  Tho  Schooner 

Lively,  1  GalL  815.] 
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dam  to  Archangel,  under  a  suspicion,  I  presume,  of  Dutch  property. 
She  was  going  in   ballast,  to  bring  a  cargo  to  Amsterdam,  and 
appears  to  have  been  very  much  in  the  habit  of  Dutch  trade,  parti- 
cularly during  the  war.     On  these  and  other  grounds,  it  could  not  be 
fS&iriy  denied  that  there  were  circumstances  to  justify  the  seizure ; 
tmt  the  second  act,  of  sending  the  vessel  to  such  a*placc  as  Shetland, 
18  Dot  so  defensible.     The  Prize  Act  undoubtedly  gives  the  captor 
some  latitude  on  this  subject     He  is  directed,  generally, "  to  send 
his  prize  to  some  convenient  port."     Shetland  cannot,  I 
think,  be  considered  in  any  *  manner  as  such  a  port     It  is  [  *  144  ] 
a  place  where  the  captor  cannot  get  advice  ;  much  less  can 
the  claimant  learn  in  what  manner  to  proceed,  or  where  to  resort  for 
justice.    The  captor  is  certainly  not  justified,  under  the  instructions, 
to  select  any  port  that  he  pleases.     It  must  be  a  convenient  port ; 
and  in  that  consideration  the  convenience  of  the  claimant,  in  pro- 
ceeding to  adjudication,  is  one  of  the  first  things  to  which  the  atten- 
tion of  the  captor  ought  to  be  addressed.     If  the  vessel  had  been 
sent,  in  the  first  instance,  to  Licith,  or  Berwick,  or  to  any  of  the  prin- 
cipal northern  ports  of  this  kingdom,  the  consequences  that  have 
arisen  in  this  case  could  not  have  ensued.     The  papers  were  brought 
in  on  the  2d  of  August,  but  nothing  more  was  done  till  the  16th. . 
In  the  mean  time,  the  vessel  was  removed  to  Lcith,  and,  on  the  28d 
of  August,  an  offer  was  made  to  release.     Surely  it  cannot  be  main- 
tained that  no  damage  had  accrued  at  this  time,  when  the  offer  was 
made.     The  master  swears  that  he  could  not  obtain  his  papers,  and 
that  it  was  too  late  in  the  year  to  prosecute  his  voyage  to  Archangel. 
The  offer,  it  seems,  was  rejected  on  this  account,  and  because  there 
was  no  reservation  of  costs  and  damages,  which  might  very  pru- 
dendy,  and  in  most  cases  very  safely,  be  made.     I  cannot  think  that 
the  neutral  master  acted  in  any  manner  improperly  in  declining 
sach  an  offer ;  being  only  told  to  go  about  his  business,  and  that  be 
would  hear  no  more  of  the  matter.     To  release  a  vessel  in  this  sum- 
mary manner,  without  her  consent,  after  she  was  once  brought  in, 
woald  be  contrary  to  the  directions  of  the  Prize  Act     Upon  the 
whole,  considering  that  the  court  is  called  upon  to  beat  down  and 
discourage  the  notion  that  captors  may  carry  their  prize 
wherever  *  they  please,  and  that  the  injury  sustained  in  this  [  *  145  ] 
case  has  proceeded  entirely  from  that  mistake,  I  shall  allow 
one  month*s  demurrage,  and  the  expenses  of  the  present  hearing. 


146  CASES   DETERMINED   IN    THE 

The  Driver.    5  C.  Rob. 


The  Driver,  Cashman. 

April  17  and  25,  1804. 

Registrar's  report  confinfied^  as  to  interest  upon  interest,  on  an  acconnt  settled  by  the  report 

of  the  registrar  and  merchants  two  years  before. 
Expenses  of  poundage,  in  cases  of  costs  and  damages,  not  chargeable  to  the  claimants. 

This  was  one  of  the  Cape  Nicola  Mole  cases,  and  now  came  on 
upon  objection  taken  to  the  report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants, 
namely,  that  in  estimating  costs  and  damages  they  had  allowed  inte- 
rest upon  interest 

The  Registrar  said  —  That  they  did  not  ususdly  allow  interest 
upon  interest ;  but  that  the  ground  of  the  present  report  was,  that 
the  account  had  been  made  up  two  years  ago,  and  that  from  that 
time  they  had  allowed  interest. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  one  of  that  unfortunate  class  of  cases 
from  Cape  Nicola  Mole,^  in  which  this  court  has  felt  itself  under  the 
necessity  of  decreeing  restitution,  with  costs  and  damages.     The 
report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants  was  made,  and,  if  not  objected 
to,  it  was  to  be  taken  as  confirmed.     No  objection  has  been  taken, 
and,  therefore,  it  must  stand  confirmed.     Some  short  time  is,  I  pre- 
sume, usually  allowed  for  payment ;  but  here  the  matter  has  been 
suspended  for  a  considerable  time,  owing,  as  I  am  informed,  to  an 
appeal  that  was  entered  on  the  part  of  the  captor.     The 
[  *  146  ]  usual  rule  undoubtedly  is,  not  to  give  interest  on  *  interest ; 
but  when  interest  has  been  given,  and  the  account  is  made 
up,  the  interest  then  becomes  principal,  on  which  it  is  not  unreason- 
able that  farther  interest  may  be  decreed,  similar  to  what  is  done  in 
the  Court  of  Chancery.     Some  time  is  to  be  allowed  for  the  conve- 
nience of  payment ;  for  that,  and  for  the  confirmation  of  the  regis- 
trar's report,  I  shall  allow  a  deduction  of  two  months,  and  confirm 
the  report,  as  to  interest  given  from  two  months  after  the  report  was 
brought  in  by  the  registrar.^ 


'  The  Ilaldah,  supra,  vol.  3,  p.  235,  and  other  cases. 

'  In  this  case,  on  a  former  day,  (13th  March,  1804,)  the  registrar  had  asked  bj 
whom  the  expense  of  poundage  was  to  be  borne,  whether  by  the  claimant  or  the 
captor,  under  a  decree  of  costs  and  damages.  Court — I  think  a  party  having  a 
decree  for  eoets  and  damages  is  to  be  protected  against  the  expense  of  poundage. 
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The  Brio  Louis. 

April  20,  1804. 

agmti  subject  to  the  order  of  the  Prize  Court  for  interest  of  money  detained  in  their 

hands. 

This  was  one  of  the  Cape  Nicola  Mole  cases,  in  which  a  motion 
made  on  the  part  of  Messrs.  Willis  &  Waterhouse,  as  agents 
of  the  captor,  that  they  might  be  dismissed,  on  a  statement  that  they 
had  given  a  bill  for  the  amount  of  the  money  in  their  hands,  and  that 
the  bills  had  been  paid. 

Conira.  Laurence  prayed  —  That  the  court  would  decree  them  to 
pay  interest,  and  the  costs  of  the  proceeding. 

^Swabejfj  in  reply.    The  captors  may  be  liable  to  interest,  [  *  147  ] 
bat  how  far  their  agents  can  be  held  liable  in  this  court,  is  a 
question  now  depending  in  prohibition  ^  before  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  on  an  order  to  that  effect  made  on  these  parties  in  the  Court 
of  Appeal    It  is  prayed,  therefore,  that  this  question  may  stand 
over. 

CoiBT.  It  will  be  understood  that,  if  the  court  before  which  the 
prohibition  is  depending,  shall  hold  that  agents  are  properly  liable  to 
interest,  under  the  decree  of  the  Prize  Court,  I  shall  hold  that  liability 
to  attach  on  Willis  &  Waterhouse  in  the  present  case.  It  would  be 
the  greatest  hardship  on  the  captors,  to  throw  the  demand  for  interest 
on  them,  when  the  agents  have  all  the  time  had  the  use  of  the  money, 
merely  because  it  has  happened  that  the  monition  was  first  taken  out 
against  the  captors.^     As  to  the  expenses,  they  have  been  incurred 


An  esfffiefli  decree  of  costs  and  damages  must  go  to  CTcry  thing  in  the  way  of  com- 
pensatioD.  So  in  other  cases,  that  are  not  cases  of  costs  and  damages,  but  where  the 
carton  arc  the  persons  suing  oot  the  commission,  the  poundage  is  paid  by  them. 

*  la  the  caee  aOuded  to,  (The  Polly,  Davis,)  the  Court  of  Appeal  had  made  a  decree 
cf  interest  against  the  agents.  On  prohibition  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
that  court  held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Prize  Court,  exercised  oTcr  the  proceeds 
aid  ow  the  agents  who  had  been  in  poosession  of  those  proceeds,  was  well  founded. 
W3&I  against  the  CommissioncrB  of  Appeal  in  Prixo  Causes,  Easter  Term,  1S04, 

'  la  the  CMe  of  The  PoUy,  the  first  decree  of  the  Lords  of  Appeal  for  intereat  was 
tlMciiplon. 

9* 
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principally  by  the  indulgence  that  has  been  shown  to  these  agents, 
for  the  accommodation  of  their  affairs,  and  they  must  fall  on  them. 


[  •  148  ]  •The  Urania,  Walker. 

May  1,  1804. 

Allegation  pleading  affidayits,  in  a  «aso  of  joint  capture  by  plea  and  proof,  rejected.    [A  non- 
commissioned ship  is  entitled  to  salvage  on  recapture.]  ^ 

This  was  a  case,  on  the  admission  of  an  allegation  of  joint  recap- 
ture, on  the  part  of  the  king's  ship,  The  Glenmore,  pleading  the  affi- 
davits of  some  French  sailors  who  were  on  board  the  recaptured  ship. 
The  recapture  was  made  by  a  non-commissioned  vessel,  and  pro- 
ceedings were  first  instituted  on  the  part  of  the  admiralty,  as  for 
droits  of  admiralty,  but  were  discontinued.  The  Loyal  Briton  after- 
wards appeared  demanding  salvage  in  her  own  right. 

In  support  of  the  allegation,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  AmoUL 
The  first  point,  which  appears  one  of  considerable  importance,  is 
whether  the  non-commissioned  vessel  has  zny  persona  standi  before  the 
court.  In  the  case  of  an  original  capture,  she  could  not  maintain  an 
interest  in  prize.  In  recapture,  also,  which  partakes  intimately  of  the 
nature  of  prize,  the  same  principle  seems  equally  to  bar  the  non-com- 
missioned person  from  maintaining  a  suit  for  salvage ;  and,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, that  no  instance  can  be  produced,  in  which  such  an  interest 
has  been  pronounced  for. 

Court.  Surely  a  distinction  has  been  always  held  in  cases  of  sal- 
vage. There  must  be  many  cases  in  which  the  claims  of  non-com- 
missioned persons  have  been  allowed  for  salvage,  on  retaking  pro- 
perty out  of  the  hands  of  the  enemy.  The  words  of  the  Prize  Act,^ 
appear  to  me  clearly  to  recognize  such  a  practice ;  which  direct  sal- 
vage to  be  paid  on  recapture  by  his  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  any 
privateer,  or  other  ship  or  vessel  or  boat  under  his  Majesty's  protec- 
tion and  obedience.     Objection  overruled. 


>  [The  Ilelcn,  3  C.  Bob.  128 ;  The  Progress,  1  Edw.  214 ;  The  Hope,  Hay  & 
Marriott,  216.] 
9  Section  39. 
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•  The  King^s  Advocate,  A  second  question  turns  upon  the  [  *  149  ] 
fonn  oF  proceeding.  The  claim  for  salvage  was  first  insti- 
tuted on  the  part  of  the  admiralty  by  affidavits,  and  at  that  time  the 
joint  captor  prepared  himself  in  the  same  way,  by  taking  the  affidavits 
which  are  now  offered.  The  Proctor  of  the  Admiralty  declined  to 
proceed  farther ;  and  the  non-commissioned  captors  have  commenced 
a  suit,  on  their  own  behalf,  by  plea  and  proof.  To  this  the  joint  cap- 
tor has  nothing  to  oppose  but  these  affidavits,  as  the  French  crew 
have  all  left  the  kingdom.  Whilst  the  cause  was  first  proceeding  in 
the  form  of  affidavits,  the  joint  captors  were  justified  in  relying  on 
these  affidavits,  as  sufficient  evidence.  It  is  hoped,  therefore,  that  the 
court  will,  under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  think  them 
still  admissible,  and  allow  them  to  be  pleaded  in  this  allegation. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence,  Whilst  it  was  uncertain  whether 
some  part  of  the  cargd  might  not  be  droits  of  admiralty,  the 
Proctor  of  the  Admiralty  gave  an  appearance,  and  took  one  or  two 
affidavits,  but  soon  declared  that  he  proceeded  no  farther.  We  are 
called  upon  to  propound  our  interest,  and  in  doing  that,  are  in  no 
manner  bound  by  the  mode  in  which  the  Proctor  for  the  Admiralty 
bad  proceeded.  The  cause  must  go  on  in  the  regular  way.  These 
voluntary  affidavits  cannot  be  received. 

Judgment. 
Sib  W.  Scott.     There  is  a  fact  pleaded  in  this  allegation,  which, 
if  I  understand  it  rightly,  may  be  very  material.    It  is  stated, 
**  that  when  The  Glenmore  •  took  possession,  there  was  no  [  *  150  ] 
British  seaman  on  board,  except  the  first  and  second  mate 
of  The  Loyal  Briton,  who  delivered  the  papers  to  the  officers  of  The 
Glenmore,  with  an  intimation  that  the  British  registrar  was  on  board 
The  Loyal  Briton."     If  that  is  a  true  representation,  there  could  be 
no  want  of  evidence;  as  these  mates  might  be  examined.     With 
regard  to  the  nature  of  the  capture,  also,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  if 
the  register  was  produced,  there  (ould  be  no  want  of  evidence  that 
this  was  a  British  ship.     She  was  brought  into  Cork,  and  there  the 
salvage  was  settled,  and  fhe  vessel  was  permitted  to  proceed  on  her 
original  destination,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act.^     It  was 
known  then  that  this  was  a  recapture,  and  that  there  was  a  private 
non-commissioned  vessel,  asserting  to  be  the  sole  recaptor ;  because 
the  Plroctor  of  the  Admiralty  appeared  so  soon  as  28th  July,  ISOl, 


1  Sect  41. 
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alleging  it  to  be  a  sole  recapture  by  The  Loyal  Briton.  Why  it  was 
made  a  case  of  droits,  I  cannot  see,  because,  according  to  all  the 
ideas  which  I  have  been  taught  to  entertain  on  the  subject,  the  non* 
commissioned  vessel  was  fully  competent  to  assert  an  interest  in  sal* 
vage ;  and  this,  in  my  opinion,  is  fully  confirmed  by  the  words  of  the 
Prize  Act.  Then  the  whole  case  is  resolved  into  this  question,  Whe* 
ther  The  Loyal  Briton  was  the  sole  recaptor  or  not  ?  and  this  is  a 
question  which  cannot  be  permitted  to  be  settled  by  affidavits.  If 
there  is  any  defect  of  evidence,  it  has  been  produced  by  the  neglect 
of  the  parties ;  but  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  there  must  neces- 
sarily be  any  such  defect,  as  the  mates  of  The  Loyal  Briton  may  be 
examined. 

Articles  of  the  allegation,  pleading  the  affidavits,  rejected.  ^ 


[  •  151  ]  •  The  Prima  Vera. 

May  1,  1804. 

Monition  directed  to  issne  against  [dcpaty]  principal  registrar,  to  pay  in  proceeds,  sus- 
pended, on  showing  that  he  had  remitted  the  money  to  a  particular  house  in  London,  by 
the  order  and  direction  of  the  principal  registrar. 

In  this  case  a  monition  had  been  taken  out  against  the  deputy 
registrar  of  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of  Martinique,  to  bring  in 
certain  proceeds.  In  answer  to  the  monition,  it  was  now  stated  in 
his  affidavit,  "  that  the  money  had  been  by  him  remitted  to  the  house 
of  Forbes  &  Co.,  in  London,  to  be  deposited  in  the  bank  by  the 
direction  of  the  principal  registrar,  and  that  he  verily  believes  that  it 
was  received  and  invested.'' 

The  King^s  Advocate  contended^— That  the  return  was  insuffi- 
cient ;  that  the  parties  had  a  right  to  look  to  the  deputy  registrar, 
who  was  the  ostensible  person  in  the  execution  of  the  office,  and 
received  considerable  emoluments  from  it ;  and  prayed  that  the  court 
would  enforce  the  demand,  by  granting  an  attachment  against  him. 

The  Court  asked  why  the  monition  had  not  been  taken  out 
against  the  principal. 

The  King^s  Advocate  said  —  That  this  gentlemen  was  the  ostensi- 
ble person,  and  that  the  principal  was  abroad. 
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The  Court.  As  the  question  is,  whether  the  principal  or  the 
depaty  registrar  shall  be  made  the  responsible  person,  I  should  be 
unwilling  to  determine  such  a  point,  especially  by  taking  the  party 
into  custody,  without  farther  consideration. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  May  the  16th,  the  court  declined  to  grant 
the  attachment,  or  to  dismiss  the  party,  but  directed  a  monition  to 
iflftue  against  the  principal  registrar. 


*  The  Zacheman,  Kraeplien.  [  *  152  ] 

May  1,  1804. 

Svedbfa  treat V.  Detention  of  a  Swedish  ship  brought  in,  sabjcot  to  the  right  of  prcumption 
of  a  car^  of  tor.  Three  weeki*  detention  allowed,  and  directed  to  bo  paid  by  govern- 
ment 

This  was  a  case  on  the  detention  of  a  Swedish  ship  with  a  cargo 
of  iron  and  1200  barrels  of  tar,  taken  on  a  voyage  from  a  Swedish 
port  to  Kochefort 

• 

The  JKhiff*s  Advocate  stated  —  That  the  ship  had  been  offered  to 
be  restored;  that  the  cargo  being  tar,  consigned  to  a  port  of  the 
enemy,  had  been  detained  for  preemption ;  but  that  the  offer  was  at 
last  declined  on  the  part  of  government 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  stated  —  That  the  vessel 
had  been  taken  so  long  ago  as  March ;  that  compensation  was  due 
for  the  detention  under  the  second  and  third  articles  of  the  late  con- 
vention with  Sweden. 

In  reply,  the  Kitig's  Advocate  and  Robinson.  The  captor  in  this 
case  has  done  nothing  but  what  was  perfectly  justifiable.  To  detain 
and  send  in  a  cargo  of  tar,  bound  to  such  a  port  as  Rochefort,  was 
in  act  of  duty,  which  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  omit.  The  very 
treaty  ^  referred  to,  seems  to  indemnify  the  captor  in  this  instance,  by 
the  distinctions  made  in  the  second  and  third  articles,  between  car- 


25th  July,  1803. 
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|»oe8  of  this  kind  bound  to  neutral  ports,  and  those  going  to  the  port 
of  the  enemy.  In  the  former  case  it  is  provided,  "  that  if  a  cargo 
bound  to  a  neutral  port  is  brought  in,  on  suspicion  of  a  destination 
to  the  port  of  an  enemy,  and  it  afterwards  appears  that  the  destina* 

tion  w^s  actually  to  the  neutral  port,  she  shall  be  restored 
[  •  IM]  with  compensation,  &c.,"  that  is,  •as  against  the  captor. 

In  the  next  article,  the  case  of  such  cargoes  bound  to  the 
(H^rt  of  the  enemy,  is  provided  for.  It  is  there  considered  as  a  case 
of  |m*emption,  in  the  exercise  of  which,  the  bringing  in  must  be  jostir 
titnl  aa  u  prepumtory  step,  and  if  any  delay  takes  place,  it  is  obviously 
wot  to  be  imputinl  to  the  captor,  who  is  by  that  very  article  of  the 
ivuveutiou  virtually  autliorized  to  bring  in  such  a  cargo. 

Jl'lHJMKNT. 

Siu   W,  Scott.     I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that  the. 

noi^urts  ill  thiM  ease,  was  perfectly  justifiable.     In  the  case  of  a  ship 

ourr^'iuff  nui^h  a  cargo  as  tar  to  one  of  the  great  naval  arsenals  of  the 

iMiomy,  it  was  not  improper  to  bring  in  for  inquiry  as  to  the  fact  of 

|m»prrty,  whether  it  was  going  on  the  private  account  of  the  neutral 

luorehant,  or  under  a  contract  with  the  government,  by  which  those 

iU'i*nnuU  lire  morn  usually  supplied.     The  captor  had,  therefore,  a 

prrftH't  right  1o  havi^  the  formal  papers  verified.     In  bringing  in  and 

tttKhift  the  (lepoHitions,  the  captors  were  in  my  opinion  perfectly  justi- 

lluhlt^.     That  being  done,  the  effect  of  this  evidence  ought  to  have 

iiidiUMMl  thoin  tt)  eonsent  to  restitution.     Then  comes  the  question  of 

pn^t^iuptUtn.     In  the  convention  lately  entered  into,  this  country  has 

Imm'u  liulueetl  1o  waive  its  former  right  of  forfeiture,^  for  that  of  pre- 

ou»pllon»  wliioh  Sweden  has  admitted,  and  I  think,  in  terms  which  do 

\vanaut  <ho  eonNtruetiou  put  upon  them,  in  argument,  that  they  jus- 

\\t\  (ho  bringing  in.     Ah  to  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  preemption,  if 

particular  orders  from  government  are  necessary,  I  apprehend 

I  •  Ifll  I  •  that  there  is  some  mode  in  which  those  orders  can  be  ex- 

peilltiouHly  ()l)tained.      The  terms  of  the  treaty  seem  to 

H»lato  prinelpally  to  the  time  taken  in  unlivery;  but  if  the  ship  is 

^lettUntuI  {\t^  a  wan^house,  under  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  intention  of 

ji^^vonuuent,  the  tupiity  of  the  treaty  will,  I  think,  extend  also  to  such 

\ietontl(M\«     The  nhip  was  brought  in  on  the  20th  of  March,  the  claim 

\Vrt»  l{\\%'\\  on  the  V?7th,  and  on  the  31st,  the  offer  of  restitution  was 

\\\\\\\%\     Hlnee  that  time,  there  seems  to  have  been  some  delay.     In 

(he  im'9«ent  eam\  whieh  is,  perhaps,  the  first  that  has  arisen  under  the 


1  [Tho  Ilaabot,  9  C  Bob.  174.] 
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tieatyi  aod  one  of  not  the  most  favorable  complexion,  I  should  be  un- 
willing to  press  these  considerations  to  the  utmost ;  but  I  wish  it  to 
be  understood,' that  cases  of  this  description  must  be  conducted  with 
great  tenderness  to  the  neutral  interest,  and  that  as  little  time  as  pos- 
mbie  must  be  lost  in  deliberation.  Some  demurrage  must  be  allowed, 
bat  not  against  the  captors  in  this  case.  I  shall  allow  three  weeks' 
demnrrage  to  be  paid  by  his  Majesty's  government,  and  I  wish  that 
the  admiralty  may  be  apprised,  that  under  the  treaty  which  now 
exists,  matters  of  this  kind  must  not  be  kept  subject  to  long  negotia- 
tioo,  since  it  is  not  less  expedient  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  than  for 
the  interests  of  all  parties  concerned,  that  a  prompt  answer  should  be 
returned,  as  to  the  disposition  of  government  to  avail  itself  of  the 
right  of  preemption. 


•INSTANCE  COURT.  [•155] 

The  Sisters. 

May  12,  1804. 

Cafe  of  potMMion.    Legal  titlo  still  remaining  in  Charaock,  in  the  possession  of  the  hill 
of  sale,  snpportod  in  opposition  to  an  asserted  Cijnitable  interest  in  others.^ 

Tins  was  a  case^  of  possession,  brought  by  Mr.  Charnoek  against 
Tnbbs,  the  asserted  owner  in  possession,  under  a  transfer  from  Mars- 
den  and  Company,  for  whom  it  was  suggested  that  Charnoek  had 
made  the  original  purchase. 

On  the  part  of  Mr.  Charnoek,  the  King^s  Advocate.  Several  transfers 
are  asserted  to  have  taken  place  with  regard  to  this  ship.  In  the  first 
instance,  Mr.  Charnoek  was  the  undoubted  purchaser,  under  a  sale  by 
the  marshal  of  this  court  He  paid  the  purchase-money,  and  obtained 
a  bill  of  sale,  which  establishes  the  legal  title  in  him,  unless  it  can  be 
shown  to  have  afterwards  passed  from  him  by  any  legal  transfer. 
The  plea  set  up  on  the  other  side  is,  that  Charnoek  made  this  pur- 
'as  agent  for  Kirkpatrick,  and  actually  delivered  possession  to 


1  [For  a  note  is  to  jnxisdiction  of  Courts  of  Admiralty  in  cases  of  title,  see  The 
3  C.  Rob.  181] 
voL  4,  p.  S75. 
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him ;  that  Kurkpatrick  afterwards  sold  to  Marsden,  and  Marsden  to 
Tubbs,  the  defendant  in  this  suit.  The  parties  are  many  of  them 
become  bankrupts,  and  the  whole  of  these  subsequent'transfers  seem 
to  have  passed  by  accommodation  bills,  and  merely  to  give  this  vessel 
the  colorable  character  of  an  American  vessel,  to  enable  her  to  en- 
gage in  some  course  of  trade,  in  which  she  could  not  legally  be  em- 
ployed as  an  English  vessel.  The  case  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Charnock 
is,  that  he  is  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  in  the  bill  of  sale ;  that  in 

sending  the  vessel  to  Kirkpatrick,  at  Liverpool,  he  meant  to 
[  *  156  ]  transfer  her  only  provisionally,  in  case  the  *  purchase-money 

should  be  repaid  ;  that  he  detained  the  bill  of  sale,  to  await 
this  contingency ;  that  condition  never  having  been  fulfilled,  nor  the 
transfer  completed,  by  executing  a  bill  of  sale  to  Kirkpatrick,  the 
legal  title  is  still  in  Charnock,  he  is  entitled  to  be  put  into  possession 
of  his  vessel  by  the  decree  of  this  court. 

On  the  other  side,  Arnold  and  Laurence.  This  is  a  cause  of  pos- 
session, in  wliich  the  court  will  look  to  the  right  of  possession,  having 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  question  of  property.  It  will  not  disturb  a 
quiet  possession  without  a  clear  title  is  made  out  on  the  other  side ; 
still  less  will  it  do  this,  where  the  person  now  claiming  to  be  put  into 
possession,  was  the  very  person  who  gave  possession  to  him  who 
now  holds  it,  and  where  the  bill  of  sale  was  retained  only  from  a  sug- 
gestion of  general  convenience  put  forward  by  himself.  The  equita- 
ble title  has  undoubtedly  passed  from  Charnock,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion is,  whether,  after  a  voluntary  agreement  on  his  part  to  sell,  ac- 
companied with  delivery  to  the  agent  of  Kirkpatrick,  he  can  now  set 
aside  the  whole  of  that  transaction,  and  demand  the  aid  of  the  court, 
to  give  back  the  possession  to  him,  after  other  contracts  have  been 
ingrafted  on  that  equitable  title,  which  Kirkpatrick,  the  purchaser 
under  the  first  sale,  had  acquired  from  him.  The  Statute  Law  of  this 
kingdom  directs  that  the  transfer  of  British  ships  should  pass  between 
British  subjects,  by  certain  formal  instruments.  But  that  is  to  be 
regarded  as  a  strictness,  arising  from  the  peculiar  policy  of  the  navi- 
gation system  of  this  country.  This  was  an  American  bottom,  and 
it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  strict  rule  of  our  Statute  Law  would 
attach  upon  it.  In  countries  where  a  bill  of  sale  might  not  be  neces- 
sary, the  legal  title  could  not  be  outstanding  in  opposition 
[  *  157  ]  to  the  •  equitable  title  that  has  passed  under  this  transaction. 
But,  independent  of  that  circumstance,  the  court  is  not 
bound  to  lend  its  aid  to  dispossess  a  party  who  appears,  upon  the 
face  of  the  transaction,  to  have  been  invested  with  his  equitable  title, 
by  the  very  person  now  setting  up  a  claim  against  him.     A  great 
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part  of  the  purchase-money  was  actually  paid  specifically  on  account 
of  this  purchase ;  but  now,  because  Kirkpatrick  is  become  a  bank- 
mpt,  and  it  suits  the  purposes  of  Charnock  better  to  make  his  claim 
to  the  ship,  than  to  come  in  as  a  general  creditor  under  the  commission, 
it  is  pretended  that  that  payment  was  made  to  the  general  account. 
There  has  been,  not  only  a  distinct  agreement  to  sell,  but  also  a  spe- 
cific payment,  and .  delivery  to  Tubbs,  with  intimation  from  Kirk- 
patrick at  the  time,  that  he  had  agreed  to  sell  the  ship  to  MarsdeUi 
and  that  Tubbs  would  come  to  take  possession  of  the  ship  for  the 
purposes  of  that  sale.  Tubbs  accordingly  came,  and  received  deli- 
very of  the  vessel,  without  any  intimation  from  Charnock  that  he 
bad  any  right  in  the  vessel,  it  being  merely  stated,  that  it  would  be 
more  convenient  not  to  give  up  the  bill  of  sale,  for  fear  of  vacating  a 
policy  of  insurance  that  had  been  made  upon  her.  This  being  the 
state  of  the  facts,  the  court  will  not  think  it  necessary  to  interfere,  but 
will  leave  the  parties  to  their  remedy  in  other  courts,  where  the  whole 
question  of  property  may  be  brought  into  discussion. 

In  reply,  the  King^s  Advocate,     In  a  transaction  of  this  kind,  no 
transfer  by  parol  agreement  could  avail  to  confer  a  legal  title.     But  in 
this  case  it  does  not  appear  that  any  absolute  agreement  was  made; 
nor  any  delivery  of  such  a  nature  as  is  contended  for  on   the  other 
side.     On  the  23d  of  August,  Charnock  complains  of  the 
amount  of  the  advances  made  to  •  Kirkpatrick's  account,  [  *  158  ] 
and  on  the  30th  of  August,  it  appears  that  Kirkpatrick  con- 
sidered the  ship  as  Charnock's  security,  since  he  wrote  "  that  he  could 
not  transfer  her,  till  Charnock  had  transferred  to  him."     Kirkpatrick 
contracts  for  a  sale  to  Marsden,  and  Charnock  permitted  the  vessel 
to  go  round  to  Liverpool,  that  he  might  obtain  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase-money.    But  the  sale  to  Marsden  never  actually  took  place, 
and  the  money  never  was  in  reality  refunded  to  Charnock.     Here  is, 
therefore,  no  absolute  agreement,  even  by  parol,  nor  any  absolute 
delivery,  if  those  acts  alone  could  avail. 

JuOGBfENT. 

Sis  W.  Scott.  This  question  arises  on  the  arrest  of  a  ship,  which 
had  been  sold  under  the  authority  of  this  court  to  Mr.  Charnock.  He 
is  in  possession  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  this  court  is  called  upon  to 
maintain  a  title  acquired  under  its  own  proceedings.  Whether  Char- 
nock purchased  as  a  trustee  for  another,  or  under  what  private  under- 
standing, it  will  be  tSnnecessary  to  inquire.  The  legal  interest,  which 
is  estabUsbed  before  the  court,  on  his  part,  excludes  all  considerations 
of  other  equitable  titles,  which,  if  they  exist,  must  be  left  to  be  en- 

TOL.  T.  10 
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forced  in  other  courts.     Much  correspondence  has  been  introduced, 
and  if  it  was  fit  for  tne  to  enter  into  it,  I  should  see  that  Chamock 
was  employed  to  buy  this  vessel  for  a  Mr.  IGrkpatrick,  when  the 
accounts   should   be  closed   between   them;    but  till  that   money 
was   repaid,    Charnock   was  to   continue   the   equitable   owner,  as 
he  certainly  was  the  legal  proprietor  under  the  bill  of  sale  that  had 
been  executed  to  him.     It  has  been  contended  io  argument,  that  the 
effect  of  the  bill  of  sale  alone  would  not  be  material,  because  this 
was  a  foreign  ship,^  in  respect  to  which  it  might  not  be  requi- 
[  *  159  ]  site  that  it  should  pass  by  a  bill  of  sale.     It  is  said,  *  that 
the  agreement  to  be  found  in  these  letters,  and  the  actual 
delivery  under  it,  would  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  equitable  title ; 
and  a  reference  has  been  made,  on  this  subject,  to  some  opinions  at 
common  law,  which  are  said  to  have  been  given  in  favor  of  such  a 
title.     The  opinions  of  gentlemen  at  that  bar  must  undoubtedly  be 
entitled  to  entire  respect  on  a  question  of  municipal  law.     But  this 
is  a  question  of  a  more  general  nature,  arising  out  of  a  system  of 
more  general  law —  out  of  the  universal  maritime  law,  which  consti- 
tutes a  part  of  the  professional  learning  of  this  court  and  its  prac- 
tisers.     According  to  the  ideas  which  I  have  always  entertained  on 
this  question,  a  bill  of  sale  is  the  proper  title  to  which  the  maritime 
courts  of  all  countries  would  look.     It  is  the  universal  instrument  of 
transfer  of  ships  in  the  usage  of  all  maritime  countries;   and  in  no 
degree  a  peculiar  title  deed  or  conveyance  known  only  to  the  law  of 
England.     It  is  what  the  maritime  law  expects,  what  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  would  in  its  ordinary  practice  always  require,  and  what 
the  legislature  of  this  country  has  now  made  absolutely  necessary, 
with  regard  to  British  subjects,  by  the  regulations  of  the  statute  law. 
As  to  the  fact  of  such  an  agreement,  what  is  there  in  this  correspond- 
ence that  can  amount  to  a  precise  and  particular  declaration  from 
Charnock,  that  he  has  transferred.     There  are  expressions  which  inti- 
mate that  he  purchased  under  an  intention  to  transfer,  when  the 
account  should  be  settled ;  but  that  there  was  any  specific  declaration 
of  having  transferred,  is  what  the  court  has  not  been  able  to  find  in 
this  correspondence.     Then,  as  to  the  delivery,  it  is  said  that  Char- 
nock delivered  to  a  person  sent  by  Kirkpatrick  to  take  possession  for 
the  purpose  of  proceeding  to  a  second  sale.     It  may  be  so ; 
[  •  160  ]  but  it  was  not  a  delivery  *  of  the  title  of  property.     He  re- 
tains the  legal  title  in  his  own  possession,  and  gives  up  the 
vessel  only  as  the  more  convenient  method  of  carrying  the  general 
intentions  respecting  her  into  eflTect.     The  expressions  of  Charnock's 


1  An  American  bottom,  sold  under  a  decree  of  court,  in  a  cause  of  bottomry,  2l8t 
July,  1800. 
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letters,  fairly  interpreted,  imply  that  he  considered  the  property  to  be 
still  in  bim,  till  after  her  arrival  at  Liverpool  If  Kirkpatrick  bad  in* 
tended  to  purchase  of  Charnock,  for  the  purpose  of  selling  to  ano- 
ther, why  did  be  not  get  a  bill  of  sale  executed  from  Charnock,  which 
was  the  first  step  to  be  taken?  Nothing  of  the  kind  is  attempted, 
bat  Charnock  is  left  in  possession  of  the  only  legal  title,  without  any 
mssignment  The  ship  is  afterwards  turned  over  in  some  way  or 
other  to  Marsden,  and  from  him  to  Tubbs,  who  is  represented  to  have 
been  the  person  employed  by  Kirkpatrick  to  receive  delivery  from 
Charnock.  But  whilst  Charnock  was  left  in  possession  of  the  bill  of 
sale,  such  a  delivery  as  is  here  said  to  have  taken  place  could  not  be 
a  delivery  of  the  title  to  the  property.  It  was  merely  putting  the  pro- 
perty into  the  hands  of  another,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  a  par- 
ticular contract,  but  which  contract  was,  in  fact,  never  executed. 
Nothing  Jess  than  an  express  declaration  made  by  Charnock  to  Tubbs, 
^  I  deliver  this  to  you  for  the  use  of  Marsden,"  could  fairly  raise  the 
argameut  —  how  far  delivery,  coupled  with  the  correspondence,  could 
be  held  equivalent  to  a  bill  of  sale.  Here  is  nothing  of  the  kind. 
Bound  down,  as  this  court  is,  to  decide  on  the  legal  title,  without  tak- 
ing notice  of  equitable  claims,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  decreeing  the 
necessary  monition  in  this  case,  to  put  Charnock  into  the  possession 
of  this  vessel 


•The  Vrow  Anna  Cathari^a,  Mahts.  [•161] 

May  15,  1804. 

Coatnrt  of  certain  neutral  merchantii  for  Batavian  produce,  to  be  brought  to  Amsterdam, 
and  there  told  bj  the  East  India  Company,  before  the  war,  pronounced  hot  inralid. 

This  was  a  case  respecting  considerable  parcels  of  Batavian  pro- 
doce,  captured  on  a  voyage  to  Holland,  but  claimed  on  behalf  of 
merchants  of  Embden,  under  a  sub-contract  with  Voutc  &  Co.,  of 
Amsterdam,  who  had  purchased  of  the  Dutch  East  India  Company 
under  particular  conditions  and  limitations  noticed  in  the  case. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Arnold  and  Sicabey  contended,  in  sub- 
stance,  that  the  transfer  itself  was  not  complete,  but  if  it  were,  that 
the  circumstances  under  which  this  property  was  taken,  were  suffi- 
cient to  impress  upon  it  the  Dutch  character.  That,  in  this  respect, 
the  case  was  similar  in  principle  to  other  cases,  to  the  Dutch  fishing 
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vessels,^  and  to  the  Spanish  register  ships,^  in  which  it  had  been  esta- 
blished, that  a  character  different  from  that  of  the  neutral  proprietor, 
may  attach  on  a  particular  course  of  commerce,  or  on  a  particular 
transaction,  by  its  intimate  connection  with  the  commercial  system  of 
the  other  country ;  and  in  some  of  the  register  ships,®  that  it  was  not 
necessary,  to  produce  this  effect,  that  the  transaction  should  arise 
wholly  in  time  of  war.  The  present  case  was,  however,  founded  on 
a  contract  made  after  preliminaries,  indeed,  but  not  in  time  of  peace, 
nor  without  a  prospect  of  the  renewal  of  hostilities.  The  property 
was  documented  as  Dutch  property,  having  been  purchased  free  of 
duties,  and  being,  in  its  destination,  to  become  subservient  to  Dutch 
interests  throughout  the  whole  transaction.  It  was  to  be  consigned 
to  the  original  sellers,  the  Dutch  East  India  Company ;  it  was  to  be 
deposited  in  their  warehouses,  and  sold  at  their  sales.     If  the  pro* 

ceeds  were  to  be  remitted  to  the  asserted  foreign  purchasers, 
[  *  162  ]  *  it  was  not  as  an  absolute  sale,  so  much  as  in  the  nature  of 

a  return  on  respondentia  for  money  advanced  to  relieve  the 
distresses  of  the  Dutch  Company,  and  for  bearing  the  risk  in  transitu. 
That  it  was  impossible  to  find  any  feature  of  an  independent  title  to 
the  thing  itself,  in  such  a  contract;  that,  at  all  events,  the  Dutch  cha- 
racter must  be  held  to  attach  upon  it. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  the  Kit^s  Advocate  and  Laurence 
contended  —  That  the  national  character  of  the  proprietor  was  the 
ordinary  test  by  which  movable  property  was  characterized ;  that  this 
was  the  general  rule,  not  yet  narrowed  by  any  limitations  that  could 
include  the  present  case ;  'that  all  considerations  arising  from  an  un- 
neutral interference  in  time  of  war  were  to  be  put  out  of  the  question, 
as  this  contract  was  formed  before  the  present  war,  and  wholly  in 
contemplation  of  peace ;  that  the  case  of  The  Ospray,*  in  which 
American  merchants  obtained  a  restitution  of  their  shares  of  a  French 
whaling  voyage,  entered  into  before  the  war ;  the  case  of  Hasum  and 
Ernst,^  and  the  cases  of  the  Swiss  prd|)rietors  who  obtained  restitu- 
tion of  cargoes  from  Curacoa,  documented  as  Dutch,  were  instances 
of  the  general  rule ;  that  the  case  of  the  Dutch  fishing  vessels  stood 
on  the  particular  ground  of  being  designed  evidently  to  defeat  the 
rights  of  war ;  that  the  cases  of  the  Spanish  register  ships  stood  in 
part  on  a  principle,  at  that  time  more  strictly  enforced,  that  in  no  case 


1  1  Adm.  Rep.  p.  1.  8  In  the  war  of  1739,  infra,  p.  167. 

3  Marquis  D'Antin,  Lords,  5th  Jane,  1748,  in  the  claim  of  English  merchants  for 
proceeds  of  goods  sent  to  Spain  for  the  Spanish  West  India  trade  before  the  war. 
<  Supra,  p.  8.  6  Supra^  voL  L  p.  14. 
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coald  the  proprietor  be  permitted  to  aver  against  the  solemn  docu- 
inents  of  the  ship's  papers ;  and,  secondly,  in  no  slight  degree,  on  the 
particnlar  nature  of  that  trade,  of  which  it  was  a  fundamental  prin- 
ciple that  the  property  should  belong  to  Spanish  merchants,  and  that 
that  fact  should  be  verified  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath ; 
that  the  *  interference  of  foreigners  was  prohibited  by  the  [  *  163  ] 
policy  of  the  Spanish  government,  but  that  no  such  prohibi- 
tion could  be  shown  in  this  case ;  on  the  contrary,  it  was  certified  by 
the  Dutch  Company,  that  they  had  been  in  treaty  with  foreigners,  but 
that  the  negotiation   had  broken   off.      As  to  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  it  was  contended,  in  substance,  that  they  were 
not  such  as  could  impeach  the  right  of  property,  or  fix  upon  it  the 
national  character  of  Holland. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     These  are  cases  of  great  extent  as  to  value,  but 
not  so  as  to  the  number  of  questions  involved  in  them,  for  the  facts 
are  not  contested,  and  the  whole  inquiry  that  results  out  of  a  very 
large  mass  of  papers  turns  upon  two  questions  of  law.     The  general 
fact  out  of  which  these  questions  arise,  is  a  contract  of  sale,  from  the 
Dutch  Asiatic  Company,  of  a  quantity  of  goods  lying  at  Batavia,  to 
certain  persons  in  Holland,  who  have  contracted  to  undersell  to  cer- 
tain other  persons  resident  in  foreign  countries,  who  are  the  claimants 
and  asserted  proprietors.     To  entitle  them  to  receive  restitution,  it 
must  appear  that  they  arc  proprietors,  and,  secondly,  that  they  are 
qualified  proprietors ;  that  is,  that  they  are  persons  who  are  not  disa- 
bled by  any  circumstances  belonging  to  this  transaction,  from  receiv- 
ing restitution  of  their  property  in  this  court.     These  are  the  two 
questions.     In  order  to  determine  upon  them,  the  nature  of  the  ori- 
ginal contract,  between  the  Dutch  Asiatic  Company,  and  the  first 
purchasers,  must  be  first  considered.     That  contract  appears  to  have 
been  entered  into  on  the  24th  of  March,  1802,  between  Voute  &  Co- 
acting  for  themselves  and  divers  other  merchants  of  the  commercial 
cities  of  Holland.     These  parties  are  considered  as  actual 
proprietors,  and  are  so  described  *  throughout.     Under  this  [  *  164  ] 
contract  ^  they  are  to  provide  ships,  and  send  them  to  Bata- 
via.    They  are  there  to  receive  the  goods,  and  to  pay  the  price  —  one 
third  in  Europe,  one  third  on  delivery  at  Batavia,  and  the  remaining 
third  on  the  return  to  Holland,  where  the  goods  were  to  be  deposited 
in  the  warehouses  of  the  company,  and  sold  by  the  company,  under 
the  usual  conditions  of  their  sales.^'     The  first  question  that  has  been 
raisedi  is,  whether  these  persons  are  to  be  considered  as  proprietors. 
Bat  on  what  ground  is  it  asserted  that  they  are  not  ?    Is  it  to  be 
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Yessels,^  and  to  the  Spanish  register  ships,^  in  which  it  had  been  esta- 
blished, that  a  character  different  from  that  of  the  neutral  proprietor, 
may  attach  on  a  particular  course  of  commerce,  or  on  a  particular 
transaction,  by  its  intimate  connection  with  the  commercial  system  of 
the  other  country ;  and  in  some  of  the  register  ships,^  that  it  was  not 
necessary,  to  produce  this  effect,  that  the  transaction  should  arise 
wholly  in  time  of  war.  The  present  case  was,  however,  founded  on 
a  contract  made  after  preliminaries,  indeed,  but  not  in  time  of  peace, 
nor  without  a  prospect  of  the  renewal  of  hostilities.  The  property 
was  documented  as  Dutch  property,  having  been  purchased  free  of 
duties,  and  being,  in  its  destination,  to  become  subservient  to  Dutch 
interests  throughout  the  whole  transaction.  It  was  to  be  consigned 
to  the  original  sellers,  the  Dutch  East  India  Company ;  it  was  to  be 
deposited  in  their  warehouses,  and  sold  at  their  sales.  If  the  pro- 
ceeds were  to  be  remitted  to  the  asserted  foreign  purchaserSi 
[  *  162  ]  *  it  was  not  as  an  absolute  sale,  so  much  as  in  the  nature  of 
a  return  on  respondentia  for  money  advanced  to  relieve  the 
distresses  of  the  Dutch  Company,  and  for  bearing  the  risk  in  transiku 
That  it  was  impossible  to  find  any  feature  of  an  independent  title  to 
the  thing  itself,  in  such  a  contract;  that,  at  all  events,  the  Dutch  chap- 
racter  must  be  held  to  attach  upon  it. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  the  Kif^s  Advocate  and  Laurenoi 
contended  —  That  the  national  character  of  the  proprietor  was  the 
ordinary  test  by  which  movable  property  was  characterized ;  that  thk 
was  the  general  rule,  not  yet  narrowed  by  any  limitations  that  could 
include  the  present  case;  *that  all  considerations  arising  from  an  un- 
neutral interference  in  time  of  war  were  to  be  put  out  of  the  question, 
as  this  contract  was  formed  before  the  present  war,  and  wholly  in 
contemplation  of  peace;   that  the  case  of  The  Ospray,*  in  whioh/ 
American  merchants  obtained  a  restitution  of  their  shares  of  a  Frendl/ 
whaling  voyage,  entered  into  before  the  war ;  the  case  of  Hasum  and' 
Ernst,^  and  the  cases  of  the  S.wiss  prd|)rietors  who  obtained  restito* 
tion  of  cargoes  from  Curacoa,  documented  as  Dutch,  were  instanoen/ 
of  the  general  rule ;  that  the  case  of  the  Dutch  fishing  vessels  stood/ 
on  the  particular  ground  of  being  designed  evidently  to  defeat  thev 
rights  of  war ;  that  the  cases  of  the  Spanish  register  ships  stood  ift' 
part  on  a  principle,  at  that  time  more  strictly  enforced,  that  in  no  caaet 


1 1  Adm.  Rep.  p.  1.  a  in  the  war  of  1739,  infra,  p.  167. 

3  Marquis  D'Antin,  Lords,  5th  Juno,  1748,  in  the  claim  of  English  merchants  ftr 
proceeds  of  goods  sent  to  Spain  for  the  Spanish  West  India  trade  before  the  war. 
*  Supra,  p.  8.  6  Supra^  voL  L  p.  li.   \. 
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stricted  from  conveying  it  by  contract,  transfer  it  to  others  capa- 
ble of  receiving  it,  it  will  equally  be  property  in  them,  for  what 
more  stands  in  the  way  of  their  rights  of  property  ?  If  Voute  had 
all  the  rights  of  property,  and  the  want  of  payment,  and  the  want  of 
delivery,  is  no  objection  against  him,  neither  will  it  be  an 
objection  against  them,  if  *  he  has  transferred  to  them  all  [  *  166  ] 
those  rights,  having  a  legal  faculty  so  to  do. 

If  the  right  of  the  second  purchasers  is  called  in  question,  it  must 
be  said,  cither  that  the  first  purchasers  were  incapable  of  selling  with 
effect,  or  that  these  second  purchasers  were  incapable  of  buying  with 
effect  As  to  any  limitation  upon  the  power  of  transferring,  the  con- 
tract appears  to  contain  no  such  condition.  Voute  contracts,  in  the 
fint  instance,  for  his  own  house  and  for  other  Dutchmen ;  that  is,  the 
first  class  of  contractors,  with  whom  alone  the  company  negotiate. 
But  there  is  no  express  negative  to  an  under-salc  to  others  of  any 
description  whatever.  There  is  no  limitation  to  the  power  of  assign- 
ment It  does  not  at  all  follow,  by  any  just  implication,  that  the 
contract  of  assignment  between  the  first  and  second  purchasers  is 
not  good,  merely  because  it  might  not  be  obligatory  between  the  ori- 
ginal sellers  and  the  second  purchasers.  The  second  purchasers  may 
not  have  a  right  to  come  immediately  upon  tiic  first  sellers,  and  yet 
the  assignment  to  them  be  perfectly  valid,  as  far  as  the  title  to  pro- 
perty is  considered  here.  There  are  many  cases,  too  obvious  to  men- 
tion, in  which  the  property  is  divested  out  of  the  first  seller ;  yet  the 
remedy  of  the  second  purchaser  is  not  direct  against  him,  but  against 
the  intermediate  person  from  whom  he  purchases.  It  Ls  so  in  all 
cases  where  the  original  title  of  property  is  not  concerned.  A  man, 
having  the  dear  title  to  property,  has  a  right  to  say,  I  will  sell  to  you 
only;  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  your  subsequent  transfers.  I  am 
answerable  to  you  only  fur  the  delivery  of  the  goods  under  your  con- 
tract The  title  of  the  second  purchasers,  therefore,  may  be  perfectly 
good,  at  the  same  time  that  they  could  not  sue  the  company  imme- 
diately for  any  part  that  they  were  to  act  in  this  transaction.  Indeed, 
the  whole  second  branch  of  the  argument  proceeds  upon 
this  foundation,  *  that  the  subsequent  contract  is  good,  to  [  *  167  ] 
the  extent  of  making  the  purchasers  Dutchmen.  For  this  is 
the  second  objection,  that,  although  the  persons  may  have  become 
proprietors,  they  arc  not  qualified  proprietors  to  obtain  restitution; 
because  they  are,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  transaction,  liable 
to  be  considered  and  treated  as  Dutchmen.  It  cannot  be  doubted, 
indeed,  that  there  are  transactions  so  radically  and  fundamentally  na- 
tional, as  to  impress  the  national  character,  independent  of  peace  or 
war,  and  the  local  residence  of  the  parties.    The  produce  of  a  per- 
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nndertaking  quitted  Europe.  What  would  have  been  the  case,  if 
war  had  again  intervened  before  the  sailing  of  the  ships  from  Europe, 
it  may  be  difficult  to  say.  It  seems  probable  that  the  contract  would 
have  been  rescinded ;  for  such  a  conjecture  is  warranted  by  the  twenty- 
first  article,  which  stipulates, ''  that  if  Batavia  should  be  in  possession 
of  the  enemy,  the  contract  should  be  void."  The  letters  express  san- 
gaine  expectations  of  returning  peace.  One  letter  speaks  of  '<  war- 
like appearances,  but  as  meant  to  accelerate  the  peace." 
Another  *  letter  says,  —  "  If  peace  is  not  concluded,  still  the  [  *  169  ] 
contract  will  not  be  disadvantageous."  Peace  was  not  con- 
cloded,  indeed,  at  the  first  commencement  of  this  speculation,  but 
the  public  appearances  were  such,  that  there  seemed  to  be  no  reason 
to  fear  that  any  inconvenience  would  ensue  from  setting  the  trans- 
action on  foot  before  the  ratification  was  signed ;  and  it  is  always 
to  be  remembered  that  the  contract  might  be  altered,  if  war  took 
place  unexpectedly  before.  Upon  the  whole  of  the  evidence  on  this 
point,  it  is,  I  think,  clear  that  the  parties  had  no  such  thing  as  a 
state  of  war  in  probable  contemplation.  As  far  as  the  effect  of  con- 
templation goes,  then,  it  is  favorable  to  the  parties.  No  person  can 
say  that  there  was  any  design  to  evade  belligerent  rights ;  it  was, 
indeed,  to  relieve  a  pressure  proceeding  from  a  former  war,  but  with- 
out any  view  of  sheltering  the  property  from  capture.  If  the  trans- 
action is  to  be  impeached,  therefore,  it  must  be  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  one  of  those  transactions  which  have  such  a  national  bottom 
and  substance,  that,  without  consideration  of  peace  or  war,  they  are 
exclusively  and  radically  and  fundamentally  a  national  transaction ; 
and  in  which  the  man  who  engages  in  them  assumes,  pro  hac  vice^ 
the  character  of  that  nation. 

Several  circumstances  approximate  it  to  a  Dutch  transaction,  for 
ooquestionably  there  is  a  great  deal  of  Dutch  agency,  and  even  of 
Dutch  interest,  throughout;  but  is  it  so  essentially  Dutch  that  a 
foreign  character  cannot  be  predicated  of  it  ?     What  are  the  circum- 
stances to  which  such  an  effect  can  be  attributed?     Certainly  not 
tlie  mere  purchasing  of  goods  at   Batavia  out  of  the   company's 
stores,  for  that  we  have  seen  done  in  a  variety  of  cases,  without 
necessarily  affecting  the  character  of  the  foreign  purchaser. 
•  That  this  is  done  by  a  contract  with  the  company  in  [  *  170  ] 
Enropo,  will  not  invalidate.     That  the  contract  engages 
that  the  purchased  articles  shall  come  to  Europe  in  Dutch  vessels, 
will  not  invalidate.     That  is  a  collateral  matter  of  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  company,  looking  to  another  object,  independent  of  the 
character  of  the  merchandise  to  be  conveyed.     The  duties  to  be  paid 
mmj  be  conBidered  as  involved  in  the  price,  for  greater  simplicity  and 
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convenience.  Suppose  foreign  merchants,  of  any  other  state  m 
Europe,  had  agreed  to  this  full  extent  with  the  Dutch  East  India 
Company,  I  do  not  see  that  they  would  have  departed  from  their 
own  proper  character  in  this  feature  of  the  transaction.  It  must  be  * 
found,  then,  in  some  circumstances  beyond  this  ;  and  there  are  two  to 
which  such  an  effect  is  ascribed.  One  is,  that  the  company  totally 
excluded  all  foreigners  from  this  adventure,  so  that  no  man  could  be 
avowed  to  have  any  interest  in  it  but  a  Dutchman.  The  other  cir- 
cumstance is,  that  this  property  was  to  be  brought  to  Holland,  there 
to  be  placed  under  the  management  of  the  company  in  the  sale  and 
disposal.  With  respect  to  the  first,  it  is  certainly  true  that  the  com- 
pany deals  only  with  Voute  and  other  Dutch  houses ;  and  if  I  found 
the  prohibition  alluded  to,  I  think  I  should  be  bound  to  consider  the 
Dutch  character  as  inherent,  and  this  transaction  as  Dutch  through- 
out. But  on  this  point  I  must  observe,  first,  that  there  is  no  such 
prohibition  to  be  found  in  the  contract ;  secondly,  that  all  probabi- 
lity is  against  it ;  and,  thirdly,  that  it  is  proved  that  there  was  no 
such  intention.  The  company  themselves  certify  this  to  be  the  fact: 
"  That  they  never  meant  to  exclude  foreigners  from  any  derivative 

interests  in  this  adventure ;  that  they  had  actually  nego- 
[  •I?!]  tiated  •with  foreigners  in  the  first  instance,  but  that  the 

negotiation  had  broken  off  only  on  the  terms  of  the  price." 
It  is,  besides,  observable,  that  the  whole  transaction  of  this  sub*con- 
tract  is  carried  on  with  the  greatest  unreserve  and  publicity.  The 
documents  were  to  continue  Dutch  between  the  company  and  the 
first  purchasers,  because  the  company  resolved  to  look  to  no  othery 
and  not  to  be  remitted  to  foreign  countries  for  payment.  To  them 
it  is  Dutch  property,  for  the  purpose  of  Dutch  responsibility.  That 
purpose  served,  they  look  no  further;  and  unless  it  can  be  main- 
tained that  he  who  is  for  particular  reasons  proprietor,  as  to  one 
person,  is,  on  that  account,  to  be  deemed  the  real  proprietor  to  all 
persons  whatever,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  real  interest  of  property 
may  not  reside  elsewhere,  and  that  it  may  so  reside  without  being 
liable  to  be  considered  as  Dutch  by  any  person  but  those  who  stipu- 
lated that,  for  the  security  of  their  own  interests,  it  should  be  liable 
to  be  so  considered  by  them.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  though 
the  company  have  a  right  to  consider  it  as  Dutch,  looking  no  farther 
than  to  the  first  Dutchman  with  whom  they  contracted,  it  does  not 
necessarily  follow  that  those  who  admit  that  it  has  been  actually 
transferred  to  foreigners  have  nevertheless  a  right  to  consider  it  as 
Dutch.  The  other  ground  is,  "  That  it  was  under  an  absolute  agree- 
ment to  return  to  Holland,  to  be  under  the  disposal  and  manage- 
ment of  the  company."     The  fact  itself  is  not  demonstrated  to  the 
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degree  that  would  be  required  to  support  the  conclusion ;  for  the 
twenty-first  article  provides  for  the  contingency  of  its  going  else- 
where, and  the  penalty  is  not  such  as  can  be  said  to  amount  to  an 
absolute  prohibition.  But  if  the  fact  were  so,  in  what  way  does  it 
convert  the  interest,  supposing  that,  independent  of  that  cir- 
camstance,  *  the  interest  would  be  found  elsewhere.  It  is  [  *  172  ] 
mere  consignment  and  agency,  upon  a  bargain  between  the 
parties,  and  the  whole  effect  is  limited  to  that  agency  and  consign- 
ment. 1  do  not  see  that  it  is  more  than  one  of  those  possible  modi- 
fications of  a  commercial  bargain  which  may  take  place  in  time  of 
peace,  without  giving  a  third  party,  who  has  no  interest  in  it  what- 
ever, a  right  to  consider  it  as  a  transaction  so  exclusively  confined, 
as  to  affect  the  national  character  of  the  parties  engaged  in  it. 
Upon  this  view  of  the  question,  taking  it  to  be  a  contract  formed  in 
what  I  consider  as  a  time  of  peace,  and  in  contemplation  of  peace, 
without  any  view  to  relieve  a  belligerent  from  the  pressure  of  bis 
enemy,  which  would  give  that  enemy  a  right  to  counteract  a  purpose 
so  directly  hostile  and  mischievous  to  himself,  by  the  application  of 
a  Btrictcr  rule  of  judgment,  (and  upon  this  admitted  circumstance, 
that  there  is  no  infraction  of  third  rights,  I  lay  great  stress,)  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  a  contract  which  foreigners  had  a  right  to  make  at 
such  a  time,  without  departing  from  tlioir  foreign  character.  The 
contracting  parties  have  divided  the  possible  advantages  of  such  a 
transaction  between  them,  so  that  many  of  the  interests  belong 
undoubtedly  to  the  Dutch ;  but  the  interests  of  property  belong,  I 
think,  to  the  foreigners.  In  a  state  of  peaceful  commerce,  they  have 
a  right  so  to  divide  them  ;  and  I  shall  restore  those  interests  of  pro- 
perty to  the  neutral  claimant,  but  subject  to  the  costs  of  the  inquiry, 
-^  which  has  become  absolutely  necessary  from  the  complicated 
nature  of  the  transaction,  and  the  ostensible  Dutch  character  under 
which  this  property  was  sailing. 


173  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 

The  Elsebc.    5  C.  Rob. 


[•173]  •The  Elsebe,  Maas.^ 

December  19, 1804. 

The  power  of  the  crown  to  direct  the  release  of  property  seized  as  prize,  before  adjudication, 
and  against  the  will  of  the  captors,  is  not  taken  away  by  any  grant  of  prize  conferred  in 
the  order  of  council,  the  proclamation,  or  the  Prize  Act. 

[All  property,  condemned  as  prize,  is  considered  as  enemy's  property,  within  the  Prize  Acti.]* 

[Sailing  under  the  convoy  of  another  nation,  under  instructions  to  reisist  search,  a  good 
ground  of  prize.] 

[All  prizes  belong  primd  facie  to  the  sovereign.]' 

This  was  a  case  of  considerable  importance  and  delicacy,  arising 
on  an  order  of  government  for  the  release  of  several  vessels,  being 
part  of  the  second  Swedish  convoy,  under  particular  circumstances. 

The  question  made  on  the  part  of  the  captors  was,  whether  the 
crown  had  such  a  power,  or  rather  whether  a  right  and  interest  in 
the  thing  taken  did  not  vest  in  the  captor  at  the  time  of  seizure, 
under  the  grant  of  prize  made  to  captors  by  the  order  of  council,  the 
proclamation,  and  the  Prize  Act,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  entitle  the 
captor  to  proceed  to  adjudication,  notwithstanding  an  order  of  release 
on  the  part  of  government 

The  question  was  fully  argued  by  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robin- 
son,  on  the  part  of  the  crown ;  by  Laurence  and  Swabey^  on  the  part 
of  the  claimant,  and  by  Arnold  and  Burnaby^  for  the  captor.  The 
material  topics  of  argument  are  taken  up  and  discussed  so  fully  in 
the  judgment  as  to  render  it  as  unnecessary,  as  it  would  also  be  pecu- 
liarly difficult,  to  give  an  adequate  and  succinct  statement  of  the 
argument  in  this  report 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.    This  question,  which  has  been  very  elabo- 
[  *  174  ]  rately  argued,  arises  on  several  Swedish  ships  with  •their  car- 
goes, belonging  to  subjects  of  other  countries  and  cities,  taken 
under  the  convoy  of  a  Swedish  man-of-war,  and  proceeded  against 


1  This  case  is  reported  out  of  the  order  of  its  date,  as  a  case  of  public  importance, 
and  as  arising  out  of  the  transactions  of  the  last  war. 

«  [The  Rapid,  1  Gall.  295 ;  The  Joseph,  1  GaU.  558 ;  The  Lircrpool  Hero,  2  GaU. 
188.] 

>  [The  Thetis,  3  Hagg.  Ad.  B.  231 ;  French  Guiana,  2  Dod.  157 ;  The  Melomane, 
5  C.  Bob.  41.] 
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OD  that  ground.  Several  points  have  been  made  on  behalf  of  the 
owners  of  the  ships  and  cargoes,  one  applying  to  the  ships  as  well 
as  to  the  cargoes,  and  two  that  are  peculiar  to  the  cargoes.  With 
respect  to  them  it  is  first  contended,  that  they  belong  not  to  Swedes, 
bat  to  subjects  of  the  Ilanse  Towns,  and  that  they  are  not  involved  in 
the  penalties  of  Swedish  resistance,  which  was  an  act  of  the  Swedish 
government,  and  will  not  bind  the  subjects  of  other  powers ;  that  the 
proprietors  of  the  cargoes  were  not  privy  to  this  fact ;  and  that  the 
masters  of  the  vessels  were  not  the  agents  of  the  cargoes,  so  as  to 
bind  them.  This  is  contended  on  the  same  principle  that  has  been 
adopted  by  the  court,  in  some  blockade  cases,  where  ships,  sailing 
originally  in  ignorance  of  the  war,  and  having  been  warned  in  their 
voyage,  have,  nevertheless,  persisted  obstinately  in  their  original 
destination  to  the  blockaded  port.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this 
defence  cannot  be  set  up  with  effect,  since,  in  the  only  charter- 
party  which  has  been  produced,  and  which  must  be  taken  as  pro- 
duced by  the  claimants,  as  representatives  of  the  rest,  there  is 
an  expre:(s  stipulation  that  the  ship  should  proceed  under  convoy. 
But  I  will  take  the  case  on  a  supposition  that  there  was  no  such 
engagement.  The  master  associates  himself  with  a  convoy,  the  in- 
structions of  which  he  must  be  supposed  to  know ;  he  puts  the  goods 
under  unlawful  protection,  and  it  must  be  presumed  that  this  is  done 
with  due  authority  from  the  owners,  and  for  their  benefit. 
•  It  is  not  the  case  of  an  unforeseen  emergency,  happening  [ '  175  ] 
to  the  ship  at  sea,  where  the  fact  itself  proves  the  owners  to 
be  ignorant  and  innocent,  and  where  the  court  has  held,  that,  being 
proved  innocent  by  the  very  circumstances  of  the  case,  they  shall  not 
be  bound  by  the  mere  principle  of  law  which  imposes  on  the  em- 
ployer a  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  his  agent.  On  the  contrary,  it 
is  a  matter  done  antecedently  to  the  voyage,  and  must,  therefore,  be 
presumed  to  be  done  on  communication  with  the  owners,  and  with 
their  consent;  and  the  effect  of  this  presumption  is  such  that  it  can- 
not be  permitted  to  be  averred  against ;  inasmuch  as  all  the  evidence 
nia:^t  come  from  the  suspected  parties  themselves,  without  affording 
a  po;^ibility  of  meeting  it,  however  prepared.  The  court  has,  there- 
fofr,  thought  it  not  unreasonable  to  apply  the  strict  principle  of  law, 
in  a  case  not  entitled  to  any  favor,  and  holds,  as  it  does  in  blockade 
cases  of  that  description,  that  the  master  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
antborized  agent  of  the  cargo,  that  he  has  acted  under  powers  from 
bis  employer,  and  that,  if  he  has  exceeded  his  authority,  it  is  barratry, 
for  which  he  is  personally  answerable,  and  for  which  the  owner  must 
look  to  him  for  indemnification.  I  pass  over  many  considerations 
which  have  been  properly  pressed  in  argument ;  but  I  cannot  omit  to 
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observe  that  this  is  not  merely  a  question  arising  on  a  single  act  of 
limited  consequence ;  it  is  a  pretension  of  infinite  importance,  and  of 
great  extent,  being  nothing  less  than  an  opposition  to  the  general 
law  of  search,  by  which,  if  it  could  in  ope  instance  be  admitted,  the 
whole  provisions  of  the  law  of  nations  on  that  head  might 
[  •176]  be  effectually  *  defied;  for  if  this  principle  could  be  main- 
tained by  an  interchange  of  convoys,  the  whole  unlawful 
business  might  be  carried  on  with  security.  To  put  the  goods  of  one 
country  on  board  the  ships  of  another,  would  be  a  complete  recipe 
for  the  safety  of  the  goods,  with  a  trifling  alteration,  easily  understood, 
and  easily  practised,  whilst  the  mischief  itself  would  exist  in  full  force. 
Secondly,  it  is  contended  that  no  grant  of  prize,  made  by  the  erowiii 
attaches  upon  such  property  as  this,  because  the  grant  is  of  property 
of  the  king's  enemies,  that  is  of  the  French,  and  other  nations,  with 
whom  we  are  at  war.  But  the  grant  is  not  so  construed  and  applied. 
It  is  held  in  construction  and  practice  to  embrace  all  property  liable 
to  be  condemned  as  prize,  and  not  particularly  reserved  by  the  rights 
of  the  crown  or  of  the  admiralty.  By  fiction,  or  rather  by  intend- 
ment  of  law,  all  property  condemned  is  the  property  of  enemies,  that 
is,  of  persons  so  to  be  considered  in  the  particular  transaction ;  and 
half  the  business  of  this  court  is  exercised  on  such  property,  in  deter- 
mining whether  it  is  not  liable  to  be  condemned  as  prize  to  the  cap- 
tors. It  is,  therefore,  a  position  not  seriously  to  be  r^aintained,  that 
the  captor's  grant  does  not  reach  to  this  extent,  by  the  constant 
course  of  interpretation  authorizing  such  a  construction. 

These  two  points  being  disposed  of,  which  are  confined  to  the  car- 
goes, another  of  much  greater  extent,  as  comprehending  both  ships 
and  cargoes,  and  of  still  greater  importance,  is  suggested  to  arise 
upon  the  facts  of  thi3  case.  As  it  was  a  point  on  which  the  rights 
of  the  crown  were  directly  involved,  I  felt  it  to  be  my  indis- 
[  *  177  ]  pensable  duty  to  call  on  those  *who  are  specially  intrusted 
with  the  defence  of  the  interests  of  the  crown,  to  assert  and 
vindicate  those  rights,  unless  it  was  the  intention  either  to  disclaim 
them  entirely,  or  at  least  to  waive  the  exercise  of  them  on  the  present 
occasion.  When  the  rights  of  the  crown  were  brought  forward  by 
the  claimant,  in  a  way  which  it  was  impossible  not  to  notice,  the 
court  was  bound,  as  every  court  would  be,  to  take  care  that  justice 
was  done  to  them.  The  rights  of  the  crown  arc  public  rights,  con- 
ferred not  merely  for  private  purposes,  or  for  personal  splendor,  but 
for  the  public  service,  and  to  answer  the  great  exigencies  of  public 
interest,  and  claims  of  public  justice;  as  such,  they  demand  the 
active  protection  of  every  court,  in  which  the  occurrence  of  them  is 
suggested  to  arise.  The  right  which  is  asserted  by  the  claimant,  and 
is  denied  on  the  part  of  the  captor,  is  that  of  releasing  ships  and  goods 
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that  had  been  taken  jure  bellij  before  adjudication  and  without  the 
coD^nt  of  the  captors.  I  say  without  consent,  because  I  think  I 
niadt  bold,  upon  the  present  evidence,  that  the  captors  have  not  done 
any  act,  by  which  they  can  be  considered  as  communicating  their 
con!«ent. 

Before  such  a  question  can  with  propriety  be  introduced,  it  must 
appear  that  the  crown  has  actually  exercised  the  power,  and  that  the 
fmfty  has  not  renounced  the  bene&t  of  it  For,  if  the  crown  has  not 
exerci^ed  it,  or  if  the  party  has  renounced  the  benefit,  the  court 
would,  for  obvious  reasons,  decline  to  entertain  a  question  of  this 
high  nature,  without  an  actual  necessity  calling  for  the  discussion, 
and  would  be  glad  to  dismiss  it  from  farther  consideration.  That  the 
crown  has  exercised  the  power  in  this  instance,  is,  I  think,  sufficiently 
proved  by  the  solemn  evidence  of  an  official  letter  from  the 
secretary  of  state  •  for  the  foreign  department,  to  the  minis-  [  *  178  ] 
ter  of  that  country  whose  subjects  were  principally  inter- 
ested in  the  question,  informing  him  that  the  ships  were  released, 
and  that  orders  were  given  by  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  for  that 
purpose.  This,  I  apprehend,  is  the  regular  mode  of  communication 
with  the  ministers  of  foreign  powers ;  and  it  must  be  presumed,  that 
what  is  so  communicated,  unless  disavowed,  is  the  act  of  the  state. 
It  proceeds  from  those  who  are  the  organs  of  the  state  towards 
foreign  powers  and  their  representatives,  and  what  they  say  binds  the 
8fat«%  unless  disavowed.  That  the  order  was  conveyed  immediately 
through  the  admiralty,  is  no  objection,  surely,  to  the  validity  of  the 
act.  The  conveyance  of  the  orders  is  merely  the  subordinate  and 
instrumental  part  of  the  business ;  and  I  take  the  admiralty  to  be  the 
proper  channel  through  which  the  order  for  release  should  be  trans- 
mitted to  the  captors.  But  even  if  there  had  been  some  little  irregu- 
larity in  the  mode  of  transmitting  such  an  order,  an  irregularity  such 
as  may  and  must  sometimes  occur  in  the  shifting  exigencies  of  the 
public  service,  it  could  in  no  degree  have  been  considered  as  vitiating 
the  substance  and  eifect  of  the  thing.  Whether  the  communication 
had  been  made  by  this  or  that  hand  signifies  nothing ;  whether  it  was 
in  writing  or  in  words  signifies  nothing ;  the  question  is,  whether  it 
was  so  directed  by  the  proper  authority  of  the  state  —  had  il  the 
seal  and  impress  of  that  original  authority  ?  Through  what  course 
that  direction  travelled,  whether  by  one  post  or  the  other,  is  a  matter 
of  small  moment,  and  perfectly  immaterial,  provided  the  fact  is  clear 
that  it  proceeded  from  the  state.  Ii  is  not  suggested  that  the  admi- 
ralty did  not  issue  the  orders.  They  are  averred  to  have 
been  so  issued  by  *  the  secretary  of  state,  and  are  not  at  [  '  179  ] 
thi»  moment  disavowed,  or  in  any  manner  receded  from  on 
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the  part  of  government,  after  the  call  which  the  court  has  made  on 
the  officers  of  the  crown,  for  the  purpose  of  knowing  in  what  light 
they  are  to  be  considered.  I  am  bound,  I  think,  to  hold  the  order 
that  has  been  called  in  question  to  have  proceeded  from  sufficient 
authority,  and  to  stand  at  this  moment  unrevoked. 

The  next  ground  that  has  been  taken,  is,  that  the  party  had  not 
accepted  the  release ;  and  if  this  had  been  shown,  it  would,  I  think, 
have  been  sufficient  to  defeat  the  effect  of  the  order.  It  wouM 
undoubtedly,  have  been  competent  to  the  claimant  to  have  said, 
"  The  restitution  is  defective  ;  I  will  not  accept  it,  but  will  go  to  the 
courts  of  justice  to  obtain  a  more  ample  compensation."  Without 
imputing  to  the  crown  an  injustice  which  is  not  to  be  imagined,  it 
cannot  be  conceived  that  the  party  would  have  been  denied  his  resort 
to  a  court  of  justice,  which  sits  principally  to  enforce  the  rights 
arising  from  the  law  of  nations.  If  he  had  appealed  from  the  govern- 
ment to  the  court  of  legal  redress,  the  court  must  have  received  the 
complaint,  and  have  proceeded  to  an  ultimate  determination  on  the 
quantum  of  the  grievance  alleged ;  and  by  such  a  conduct  the 
party  might  fairly  have  been  considered  to  have  waived  the  benefit  of 
a  partial  release.  But  I  find  nothing  of  the  kind.  The  letter  which 
the  claimant  wrote  on  the  occasion  has  been  very  properly  described 
to  be  written  in  most  respectful  terms.  It  is  a  letter  of  grateful  accept- 
ance, appealing  only  to  the  equitable  consideration  of  government  for 
some  farther  compensation,  on  grounds  therein  stated  ;  but  it  con- 
tains no  appeal  to  the  court,  no  declining  of  the  offer  made 
[  *  180  ]  by  government  On  *  the  contrary,  it  is  rather  to  be  taken 
as  a  total  relinquishment  of  all  legal  remedy,  as  a  statement 
of  their  case  in  a  style  of  political  negotiation  merely,  and  contain- 
ing nothing  that  can  with  any  propriety  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  the 
release  then  offered.  Something  has  been  said  of  the  lapse  of  time 
that  had  intervened  before  the  papers  were  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  court.  It  has  been  great;  but  I  cannot  blot  out  of  my  remem- 
brance the  important  transactions  to  which  this  matter  has,  at  least 
in  some  degree,  given  birth.  Many  years  of  negotiation— I  am 
sorry  to  add,  some  months  of  actual  hostility  —  passed,  before  this 
question  was  happily  adjusted  by  a  convention.  During  that  period, 
nothing  was  done  in  this  court.  When  the  general  question  was  set- 
tled prospectively  between  the  parties,  the  question  came  forward 
with  respect  to  the  fleet  of  which  these  vessels  composed  a  part. 
Whilst  the  question  respecting  the  whole  fleet  was  under  discussion, 
these  ships  had  a  right  to  stand  on  the  general  ground  of  defence,  as 
long  as  it  might  possibly  be  determined  in  their  favor ;  they'  might 
feel  it  their  duty  so  to  do,  in  order  that  they  might  not  prejudice  the 
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rights  of  the  other  ships  associated  with  them.  Having  so  done,  and 
Hiiled,  they  have  now  a  right  to  resort  to  the  benefit  of  the  order 
which  applied  to  them  exclusively,  and  to  call  upon  the  officers  of 
the  crown  either  to  admit  and  avow  these  papers,  or  to  contradict  and 
renoance  them.  On  this  part  of  the  case,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  say 
that  the  order  is  sufficiently  authenticated,  that  the  crown  does  not 
disavow  it,  and  that  I  must  consider  the  case  as  subject  to  the  effect 
«f  the  order,  whatever  that  may  legally  be,  for  the  release  of  this 
property. 

The  facts,  then,  being  completely  established,  the  •ques-  [  *  181  ] 
tion  of  right  arises,  how  far  the  crown  can  release  at  any 
time  before  adjudication,  without  consent  of  the  captors.  It  is  an 
important  question,  connected  with  most  momentous  consequences. 
No  reflecting  man  can  approach  it,  without  feeling  that  he  has  to 
weigh  a  matter  of  extreme  delicacy,  though  perhaps  not  of  equal 
difficulty.  Be  the  delicacy  or  the  difficulty  what  it  may,  however,  it 
will  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  meet  with  firmness  any  exigencies 
which  the  administration  of  justice  may  impose  upon  it 

It  is  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  captors,  whose  interests  have  been 
argued  with  great  force  (and  not  the  less  eficctive,  surely,  for  the 
extreme  decorum  with  which  that  force  has  been  tempered),  that  their 
claim  rests  wholly  on  the  order  of  council,  the  proclamation,  and 
the  Prize  Act  It  is  not  (as  it  cannot  be)  denied,  that,  independent 
of  these  instraments,  the  whole  subject-matter  is  in  the  hands  of  the 
crown,  as  well  in  point  of  interest  as  in  point  of  authority.  Prize  is 
altogether  a  creature  of  the  crown.  No  man  has,  or  can  have,  any 
interest  but  what  he  takes  as  the  mere  gift  of  the  crown.  Beyond 
the  extent  of  that  gift,  he  has  nothing.  This  is  the  principle  of  law 
on  the  subject,  and  founded  on  tlic  wisest  reasons.  The  right  of 
making  war  and  peace  is  exclusively  in  the  crown.  The  acqubitions 
of  war  belong  to  the  crown ;  and  the  disposal  of  these  acquisitions 
may  be  of  the  utmost  importance  for  the  purposes  both  of  war  and 
peace.  This  is  no  peculiar  doctrine  of  our  constitution ;  it  is  univer- 
sally received  as  a  necessary  principle  of  public  jurisprudence,  by  all 
Wfitcrs  on  the  subject,  Bcllo  parta  cedunt  rcipublicce.  It  is  not  to  be 
•apposed  that  this  wise  attribute  of  sovereignty  is  conferred  with- 
oot  reason ;  it  is  given  for  the  purpose  assigned,  that  the 
•  power  to  whom  it  belongs  to  decide  on  peace  or  war  may  [  *  182  J 
use  it  in  the  most  beneficial  manner  for  the  purposes  of  both. 
A  general  presumption,  arising  from  these  considerations,  is,  that 
govemroent  does  not  mean  to  divest  itself  of  this  universal  attribute 
of  sovereignty,  conferred  for  such  purposes,  unless  it  is  so  clearly  and 
nneqniTocaUy  expressed.    In  conjunction  with  this  universal  pre- 

11* 


183  CASES    DETERMINED   IN   THE 


The  Elsebe.    5  C.  Rob. 


sumption,  must  be  taken,  also,  the  wise  policy  of  our  own  peculiar 
law,  which  interprets  the  grants  of  the  crown  in  this  respect  by  other 
rules  than  those  which  are  applied  in  the  construction  of  the  grants 
of  individuals.  Against  an  individual,  it  is  presumed  that  he  meant 
to  convey  a  benefit  with  the  utmost  liberality  that  his  words  will 
bear.  It  is  indifferent  to  the  public  in  which  person  an  interest 
remains,  whether  in  the  grantor  or  the  taker.  With  regard  to  the 
grant  of  the  sovereign,  it  is  far  otherwise.  It  is  not  held  by  the  sove* 
reign  himself  as  private  property ;  and  no  alienation  shall  be  pre- 
sumed, except  that  which  is  clearly  and  indisputably  expressed. 

With  these  rules  of  interpretation,  the  title-deeds  of  the  captors 
must  be  considered,  to  determine  whether  the  crown  has,  in  these 
deeds,  renounced  that  power,  which  in  principle  it  possesses,  and  ih 
practice  has  frequently  exercised.  If  there  is  any  thing  which  can 
be  supposed  to  produce  that  effect,  it  must  be  the  conveyance  of  a 
right,  of  some  species  or  other,  to  other  persons,  and  these  can  be  no 
other  than  the  captors,  in  virtue  of  which  they  claim  an  indefeasible 
interest  in  prize  once  taken.  The  right  contended  for  is  a  right  to 
seize  and  bring  to  adjudication  all  ships  of  the  enemy.     Does  the 

right  to  seize,  thus  generally  given,  alone  bind  the  crown,  so 
[  *  183  ]  as  to  bar  it  from  any  further  *  exercise  of  its  power  with 

respect  to  seizures  ?  Certainly  not ;  for,  after  that  right  is 
given,  to  seize  all  ships  of  the  enemy,  the  crown  can  exempt  as  it  sees 
fit.  The  crown,  which  declares  general  hostilities,  can  limit  their  ope- 
ration ;  it  can  except  individuals ;  it  grants  particular  passes ;  it  exempts 
particular  classes  of  the  enemies'  ships,  notwithstanding  the  right  thus 
given  of  seizing  all  ships.  If,  then,  the  right  of  seizing  all  ships,  thus 
generally  given,  does  not  bind  the  crown  in  its  power  of  qualifying  that 
right  by  subsequent  modifications,  on  what  ground  is  it  contended 
that  the  exercise  of  its  power,  with  respect  to  proceeding  to  adjudica- 
tion, is  barred  by  the  mere  act  of  seizure  ?  The  mere  act  of  seizure, 
surely,  cannot  work  any  such  effect;  it  is  an  act,  in  itself,  in  some  de- 
gree, always  dubious  till  adjudication,  and  possibly  erroneous ;  yet  this 
dubious  act  is  to  convey  to  the  party  a  right  indefeasible  to  proceed  to 
adjudication,  when  the  very  proceeding  may  be  a  further  wrong  done, 
an  aggravation  of  costs  and  damages  already  occasioned  by  the  impro- 
per seizure.  I  attended  with  great  impatience  to  the  able  argument 
of  Dr.  Arnold,  to  learn  what  was  the  specific  nature  of  the  right  con- 
ferred on  the  captors  by  the  act  of  seizure,  to  which  the  effect  of  bar- 
ring the  power  of  the  crown  to  release  is  to  be  attributed.  It  is 
admitted  to  be,  in  degree,  an  imperfect  right.  In  species,  it  was 
stated,  if  I  understand  the  argument,  to  be  a  jus  persequendiy  a  right 
of  action,  and  no  more ;  no  right  of  interest,  but  a  mere  right  of 
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bringing  to  adjudication.     Whatever  is  the  nature  of  this  right,  it  is 
conveyed   only  in  the  order  of  council ;  it  is  not  given  in  the  pro- 
clamation or  the  Prize  Act.     It  is,  indeed,  recited  in  both,  as  a  thing 
otherwise  existing,  but  it  makes  no  part  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred •  in  cither  of  those  instruments.     Now,  according  to  [  *  184  ] 
the  constrnction  which  is,  in  my  opinion,  to  be  put  upon 
this  matter,  this  jus  persequendij  as  it  is  called,  is  not  a  right  con- 
veyed, but  a  duty  enjoined.     Captors  have  generally  a  right  to  seize, 
subject  to  this  duty  of  bringing  to  adjudication  —  a  duty  enjoinedy 
that  they  may  not  make  seizures  without  bringing  the  ships  and 
goods  seized  to  the  notice  of  the  proper  tribunal,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  right  of  seizure  from  degenerating  into  piratical  rapine.     If  the 
crown  imposes  that  obligation,  the  crown  can  release  it     Supposing 
the   proclamation   and  Prize  Act  to  be  out  of   the  way,  and  that 
the  matter  stood  singly  upon  the  order  of  council,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  crown  could  so  release.     The  crown  imposed  the  obli- 
gation, and,  so  far  as  the  order  of  council  alone  is  considered,  the 
crown  retains  the  whole  interest.     If  the  prize  is  condemned,  it  must 
be  condemed  to  the  crown,  and  for  its  interest,  for  the  order  of  coun- 
cil gives  no  interest  to  captors.     No  doubt  could  exist,  supposing  the 
matter  to  stand  on  the  order  of   council   alone,  that  the  crown  is 
completely  dominus  litis,  and  also  (hminNS  rci  litig-aUCj  supposing 
there  is  no  claim  maintainable  on  the  part  of  any  neutral  proprietor. 
.A^  far  as  any  right  to  the  extent  contended  for  can  be  supposed  to 
be  %v.*(ted  in  the  captor,  then,  it  must  be  attributed  to  some  enlarge- 
ment of  these  rights,  given  by  the  order  of  council,  derived  from  the 
Prize  Act  and  proclamation.     Ix^t  us  consider  what  this  enlargement 
is.     The  proclamation  gives  the  whole  property,  but  not  till  after 
adjudication  ;  until  that  time,  no  beneficial  interest  attaches.     So  the 
Prize  Act,  in  like  terms,  gives  the  whole  interest  or  property,  in  oppo- 
Bition  to  that  proportional   and   partial   interest  given  by 
*  fonncr  acts,^  but  not  till  adjudication.     In  adverting  to  [  *  185  ] 
these  instruments,  it  is  impossible  not  to  remark  the  very 
guarded  terms  in  which  the  benefit  is  conferred.     The  proclamation 


>  Before  the  statute  6th  Anno,  which  fin>t  rrave  to  the  capton  the  whole  or  sole 
benefit,  u  it  is  there  tcnnvJ,  and  which  lia5  been  continued  in  the  &everal  Prize  Acts 
<i  since  that  time,  the  statute  4th  and  '»l\\  AVilliam  and  Mar)*  had  pven  to  priva- 
foar  iiAhs  of  the  cai^,  and  the  whole  of  the  vc9si>Ls ;  and  to  king*A  shipd  one 
This  statute  had  regulated  the  practice  till  the  conclusion  of  that  war,  which 
bappeacd  in  1097.  On  the  bn^akin^^  out  of  the  ensuing  war  a^inst  France,  a  pro- 
clMnilion,  isnied  1st  June,  1 7o2,  giving  to  her  Mnjesty*s  tthips  half,  and  to  privateers 
the  whole  benefit  of  prize ;  but  no  general  |>arlianientary  regulation  during  that  war 
wfpmn  to  have  pMsed  on  the  subject  prior  to  the  statute  0th  Anne,  in  1 708. 
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gives  to  privateers,  "  after  final  adjudication,  and  not  before;"  not 
merely  after  adjudication,  but  superadding  a  negative  pregnant,  "  and 
not  before."  With  regard  to  king's  ships,  the  grant  is  expressed  with 
similar  caution ;  it  gives  the  neat  produce  of  all  such  prizes  taken, 
the  right  whereof  is  inherent  in  us  and  our  crown.  And  again,  it 
directs  that  such  prize  "  may  be  lawfully  sold  or  disposed  of,  by  them 
and  their  agents,  after  the  same  shall  have  been  to  us  finally  adjudged 
lawful  prize,  and  not  otherwise."  What  is  the  use  of  these  guarded 
expressions  ?  Surely  not  merely  the  object  of  protecting  the  interests 
of  the  claimant  till  after  adjudication.  The  crown  cannot  be  sup- 
posed to  be  anxious  to  make  a  reservation  or  exception  of  that, 
which,  without  any  such  exception,  would  be  perfectly  safe ;  for  no 
interest  of  the  crown  or  its  grantee  could  divest  the  interest  ofiHbe 

claimant.     The  reservation    must,   ex    necessitate  reij  ex 
[  *  186  ]  defectu  alicujus  alterius    materice^  sipply  *  ^o  rights  over 

which  the  crown  has  a  dominion,  and  which,  unless  re- 
served, it  might  be  supposed  to  have  granted  away.  What  are  these 
rights  ?  The  right  of  controlling  the  whole  proceeding  till  final  adju- 
dication ;  the  right  of  declaring  that  the  party  shall  not  be  farther 
proceeded  against  as  an  enemy ;  the  right  of  suspending  hostility 
against  him,  with  regard  to  property  which  has  been  seized  under 
the  general  order  of  reprisals.  For  such  purposes,  and  such  purposes 
only,  it  must  be,  that  the  crown  has  declared,  that,  till  after  adjudica- 
tion, the  captor  has  no  interest  which  the  court  can  properly  notice, 
for  any  legal  effect  whatsoever.  In  the  case  of  captures  made  by  the 
king's  own  ships,  the  authority  of  the  crown  is  most  marked  upon 
the  face,  and  in  the  substance,  of  every  part  of  the  proceedings,  in 
the  most  emphatical  manner.  The  crown  ofiicers  are  the  prosecutors, 
in  the  name  of  the  crown ;  the  final  adjudication,  under  the  very 
terms  of  the  act,  is  a  condemnation  to  the  crown,  and  most  clearly 
the  interest  would  vest  in  the  crown  under  that  condemnation,  if  the 
act  had  not  expressly  superadded,  that  it  should  enure  to  the  ben^t 
of  the  captor.  In  seizures  made  by  private  ships  of  war,  the  hand  of 
the  sovereign  authority  is  less  visible  in  the  mode  and  style  of  pro- 
ceeding ;  but  the  right  of  the  crown  is  sufficiently  guarded  by  the 
repeated  declarations,  that  the  interest  shall  vest  in  such  captors 
"  after  final  adjudication,"  and  not  before. 

So  much  upon  principle.  How  stands  the  matter  as  to  practice  ? 
The  practice,  I  conceive,  has  been  unquestioned,  for  the  crown  to 
direct  the  release  of  ships  before  final  adjudication.  The  instances 
are  not  indeed  very  numerous,  because  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that 

the  occasions  for  the  exercise  of  such  an  act  of  authority 
[  •  187  ]  •  would  be  very  frequent     I  cannot  but  think,  however, 
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that  an  expression,  which  is  reported  to  have  fallen  from  Lord 
Mansfield,  in  a  casc^  relating  to  the  insurable  interest  of  cap- 
tors, (of  which  case  I  have  been  favored  with  a  note  from  a  noble 
person,  who  was  himself  of  counsel  in  the  cause,)  namely,  "that  the 
crown  does  not  interfere,"  must  have  been  founded  in  some  error  of 
the  fact.  Such  instances  will  appear  less  numerous,  because  the 
fact,  that  they  have  been  so  released,  is  not  necessarily,  nor  very  dis- 
tinctly, entered  in  the  books.  All  that  appears,  is,  that  the  proctor, 
then  proceeding  for  the  crown,  as  he  must  do,  declares  that  he  pro- 
ceeds no  farther ;  on  which  the  court  issues  an  order  of  restitution, 
ns  a  matter  of  course,  and  of  necessity ;  for  what  party  can  inter- 
pose and  pray  a  condemnation  to  the  crown,  when  the  crown  has 
declared  that  it  prays  no  such  a  thing,  but  consents  to  the  restitution. 
I  take  thi?,  therefore,  to  be  the  first  case  in  which  the  effect  of  such 
a  consent,  on  the  part  of  the  crown,  has  been  called  in  question.  I 
do  not  mean  to  intimate  that  it  has  been  in  any  degree  improper  to 
take  the  opinion  of  the  court  upon  this  question,  more  particularly 
in  the  very  decorous  manner  in  which  the  application  has  been  urged. 
Bat  I  must  say,  that  when  it  is  alleged  that  all  former  cases  have 
passed  by  consent,  the  fact  itself,  that  the  power  was  not  questioned 
in  these  cases,  affords  a  strong  proof  that  the  power  was  con- 
sidered as  unquestionable;  and,  I  must  add,  that  though  I  have 
suflfered  a  party  to  stand  before  the  court,  for  the  purpose  of  arguing 
the  question,  I  do  not  know  the  party  who  can  legally  stand  before 
it,  praying  a  condemnation  to  the  crown,  which  the  crown  itself  pub- 
licly renounces. 

It  will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  travel  over  instances; 2 
•  they  have  been  cited  in  the  argument ;  but  I  will  appeal  to  [  *  188  ] 
the  judgment  of  every  person  of  any  experience  in  these 
ooorta,  whether  a  doubt  ever  existed  on  the  subject  in  any  man's 


'  Lccraji  r.  Ilughcs. 

*  Modem  instances  cited,  as  sul)sequcnt  to  the  re^Iar  [i^ant  of  the  whole  benefit  of 
pfixe  to  the  captor  by  act  of  parliament  in  1708,  were,  The  Freya,*  the  leading  case 
of  a  DanLih  convoy  brought  in,  but  restored  by  negotiation  with  government;  The 
Sl  Johannes,  one  of  the  first  Swedu^hf  convoy,  released  by  the  captor  under  an  order 
from  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty ;  Tlie  Edwin,  X  an  American  vessel  which  had  sailed 
fer  the  port  of  Havre  with  other  American  ships,  in  1)<01,  under  some  misundenftand- 
iiif^M  to  the  blockade  of  Havre,  and  was  released  in  conscMjuencc  of  a  letter  of  ^4th 
Xpfcmber,  1801,  from  Lord  Hawkesbun',  directed  to  the  King's  Advocate,  "^Liting 
the  ipecial  ctrcmnstancea  which  had  led  to  an  ignorance  of  the  blockade  on  the  part  of 
tkt  Aaencaas,  and  expressing  hia  Alajesty's  pleasure  that  all  the  rights  and  interests 

•  ttch  Jalj,  I80a  1 1 798.  |  KoTember,  1801 . 


189  CASES  DETERMINED  IN   THE 


The  Elscbc.    5  C.  Rob. 


mind,  till  it  was  excited  by,  I  will  not  say  a  dictum,  but  by  an  in- 
terrogatory or  question  of  a  noble  and  reverend  person  ^  in  the  argu- 
ment upon  The  St.  Jago.  It  will  not  be  supposed  that  I  mean  to 
treat  the  memory  of  that  eminent  person  with  the  slightest  disre- 
spect, when  I  say  that  it  was  an  unexamined  and  unweighed  dictum 
in  that  particular  case,  and,  upon  a  subject  not  generally  familiar  to 
his  most  excellent  understanding.  I  cannot  think  that  he  himself 
would  have  regarded  such  an  hasty  excursion  of  his  mind,  as  that 
which  he  would  deliberately  have  followed,  if  he  had  been  called 
upon  to  apply  himself  to  the  serious  discussion  of  such  a  point.  To 
this  dictum,  be  its  authority  what  it  may,  I  must  oppose  that  of  his 
predecessor,  to  which  I  have  already  adverted,  "that  the  crown  does 
not  interfere,"  because  it  would  be  nugatory  to  speak  of  not  inter- 
fering, if  the  right  was  altogether  denied  to  exist.  As  to  the  practice 
of  this  court,  it  has  undoubtedly  not  been  guided  by  the  opinion 
intimated  in  that  djictum  of  Lord  Kenyon.  On  the  contrary,  the 
same  measure  has  been  adopted  in  the  cases  cited  in  argument, 
The  Johannes,  The  Frcya,  and  the  Havre  cases;  in  all 
[  *  189  ]  *  which  the  court  conceived  itself  to  be  doing  no  more  than 
its  duty  in  obeying  the  order  for  release.  It  is  true  that  the 
captors  did  not  oppose  in  those  instances ;  but  I  have  already  stated 
the  grounds  on  which  I  conceive  that  they  could  not  have  been 
heard  by  the  court,  in  an  effectual  support  of  any  such  opposition. 
There  is,  besides,  one  class  of  cases,  from  which  we  may,  I  think, 
infer  that  such  a  power  must  be  supposed  to  exist  in  the  crown ;  I 
mean  cases  ^  of  restitution  at  the  close  of  a  war.  It  is  a  frequent 
practice  to  stipulate  in  the  preliminary  articles  of  peace,  for  a  cessa- 
tion of  hostilities  at  certain  times,  in  different  latitudes,  and  for  the 


wliicli  may  belong  to  him  in  such  captured  vessels  and  cargoes,  shall  be  given  up  and 
released." 

More  ancient  instances,  prior  to  the  Prize  Act  of  1 708,  were,  an  order  of  council, 
1705,  for  the  release  of  certain  Dutcli  ships  seized  and  brought  in,  for  trading  with  the 
common  enemy.  4th  Admiralty  Reports,  page  254,  note.  The  Salvador,  31st  August, 
1 704,  on  which  there  was  an  order  of  council  addressed  to  her  ALyesty's  Advocate,  for 
the  release  of  certain  Swedish  ships  which  had  been  captured  imdor  a  Swedish  con- 
voy, after  a  contest  between  the  Swedish  man-of-war  and  Admiral  Whetstone.  15th 
August,  1G89,  an  order  of  council  for  the  release  of  certain  Danish  ships.  23d  Sep- 
tember, lG09,an  order  for  the  release  of  certain  Portuguese  ships.  27th  July,  1589,  an 
order  of  council  communicated  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  for  its  direction  in  proceed- 
ing against  the  ships  and  contraband  cargoes  of  The  Hanse  Towns,  going  to  Spain,  and 
seized  by  Queen  Elizabeth.     Collectanea  Maritima,  p.  163,  note. 

I  Lord  Kenyon. 

3  Adolphus  Frederick,  captured  2d  May,  1 748  —  proclamation  5th  May,  announcing 
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restitution  of  property  taken  afterwards ;  and  this  as  well  within,  as 
beyond,   the   period   assigned   for   the   ratification   of    the 
preliminary  articles  themselves.      The  same  *  provision  is  [  *  190  ] 
afterwards  inserted  in  the  definitive  treaty.     In  matters  of 
treaty,  it  is  true,  the  act  of  ratification  may  be  said  to  operate  with 
retrospective  effect,  to  confirm  the  terms  of  the  treaty  from  the  date 
of  the  preliminary  articles.     But  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  a  po^ver, 
lodged  in  the  prerogative  of  the  crown,  to  secure  that  retrospective 
efiecty  to  the  conclusion  of  a  treaty,  without  supposing  also  a  cor- 
responding power  over  the  acts  of  its  own  subjects,  to  supersede  the 
intermediate  events  of  war,  and  to  annul  captures,  rightly  made,  up 
to  the  moment  of  ratification,  under  the  only  known  rule  of  action, 
then  promulged  and  communicated  to  cruisers,  for  the  government 
of  their  conduct. 

Something  has  been  said  of  the  hardship  which  captors  may  sus- 
tain, if  they  are  to  be  held  liable  to  costs  and  damages,  and  are,  at 
the  same  time,  denied  the  power  of  proceeding  to  adjudication;  and 
to  be  sure  nothing  could  be  more  unjust,  than  to  leave  the  captor  at 
the  mercy  of  the  claimant  for  costs  and  damages,  by  taking  from  him 
the  power  of  justifying  the  seizure.  But  to  this  objection,  I  think, 
two  answers  may  be  given,  either  of  which  removes  the  possibility  of 
such  injustice,  even  if  the  fact  could  be  supposed  (which  cannot  be 
suppo:5cd  without  the  most  extravagant  indecency)  that  the  crown  in 
the  transaction  had  left  its  officer  totally  unprotected.  First,  that 
after  acceptance  of  such  an  extrajudicial  release,  the  claimant  would 
no  longer  be  competent  to  proceed  against  the  captor;  the  act  of  ac- 
ceptance would  be  considered  as  a  waiver  of  his  judicial  remedy,  as 
a  total  release  on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other ;  and  if  the  captor 
was  to  appear  under  protest,  alleging  that  the  claimant  had  accepted 
such  an  extrajudicial  release,  I  cannot  but  think  that  the 
conn  would  pronounce  the  protest  to  be  well  founded,  *  and  [  *  191  ] 
di^mi:^r<  him  from  any  farther  responsibility;  or,  secondly,  if 
the  court  did  not  overrule  the  protest,  it  surely  would  not  deny  the 
captor  his  right  to  proceed,  not,  indeed,  for  the  adjudication  of  any 
prize  interest  under  the  seizure,  but  ft)r  all  purposes  of  justification. 

To  considerations  of  public  policy,  upon  such  a  question,  I  decline 
to  advert  at  any  length,  for  two  reasons  ;  one  is,  because  my  judg- 
ment  must  be  formed  on  grounds  of  another  species ;  on  the  legal 


the  Ci^jmation  of  ho:itilitie9  in  the  rhannol  from  twelve  days  after  the  19th  April,  1748, 
bfin;^  the  date  of  the  Mgnature  of  tlie  prcHmIn.iry  articled  of  the  peace  of  Aix  la 
Chapelle  —  restored  by  decree  of  court,  17th  May,  1748. 
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coDstraction  of  the  order  of  council,  the  proclamation,  and  the  act  of 
parliament  If  those  have,  in  fact,  taken  away  the  right  of  the  crown, 
against  the  public  interest,  be  the  consequences  ever  so  mischievous, 
the  remedy  must  be  sought  not  in  erroneous  judgments  here,  but  in 
wise  legislative  provisions  elsewhere.  Another  reason  is,  that  the 
considerations  of  public  policy  are  too  vast,  and  too  obvious,  not  to 
present  themselves  to  every  man's  imagination.  When  I  state  the 
position  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  captors  to  be  in  effect  this, 
that  it  shall  be  in  the  power  of  every  man  who  has  made  a  capture, 
of  the  pettiest  commander  of  the  pettiest  privateer,  to  force  on,  in 
spite  of  all  the  prudence  of  the  crown,  opposed  to  such  an  attempt, 
the  discussion  and  decision  of  the  most  delicate  questions ;  the  dis- 
cussion and  decision  of  which  may  involve  the  country  in  the  most 
ruinous  hostilities,  I  state  a  proposition,  that  must  awaken  the  ap- 
preheijsion  of  every  man  who  hears  me,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  danger 
which  would  attend  the  establishment  of  such  a  principle.  It  has 
been  stated,  and  truly  stated,  that  great  encouragement  is  due  to  the 
navy  of  this  kingdom.   I  feel  this,  I  hope,  in  its  full  extent;  and  I  can 

have  no  doubt  that  it  is   still   more  sensibly  felt  by  the 
[  *  192  ]  government  of  this  country  ;  but  I  must  presume,  that,  •  in 

estimating  duly  the  weight  of  that  consideration  in  any 
particular  cases,  the  government  will  likewise  estimate  the  weight  of 
other  public  considerations,  which  in  those  particular  cases  may  hap- 
pen to  be  still  more  urgent,  and  more  important,  high  and  important 
as  that  consideration  unquestionably  is. 

On  the  whole  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  principles  of  law,  all 
forms  of  law,  all  considerations  of  public  policy,  concur  to  support 
the  right  of  release  prior  to  adjudication,  which  I  must  pronounce  to 
be  still  inherent  in  the  crown.  It  is  with  peculiar  satisfaction  of 
mind  that  I  reflect,  that  if  I  have  erred  in  forming  this  opinion,  the 
law  has  provided  more  ways  than  one  in  which  the  effect  of  the  in- 
firmity of  my  judgment  may  be  repaired,  to  the  relief  of  the  parties 
who  feel  themselves  aggrieved  by  it. 
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La  Gloire,  Limonsen. 

December  2, 1803,  and  Jalj  U,  1804. 

Cvtf  I :  priTile^e*  of,  allowed  to  a  ship  employed  in  carrying,  from  Martinique  to  France, 
retain  French  prisoners  taken  at  St.  Lucie,  agreeable  to  the  understanding  of  the  com- 
Baadifi;  officer  of  the  British  forces  at  St  Lncie,  though  not  strictly  provided  with  the 
formal  doenmcnti  of  cartel,  &c.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  French  ship,  captured  on  a  voyage  from 
Maniniquc  to  France  and  claimed  by  the  master  as  a  cartel  ship,  aa 
tailing  under  the  passport  of  the  British  commander  at  St.  Lucie,  for 
the  pfirposc  of  carrying  General  Noques,  and  other  officers,  taken  at 
Sl  Lucie,  to  France. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  On  the  efTect 
of  9uch  protection  as  this  is  assumed  to  be,  there  can  be  but  one 
opinion,  when  the  ordinary  mode  of  conducting  a  transaction  of  this 
kind  is  simply  pursued,  and  established  in  proof  before  the  court 
Tb^*  delicacy  of  cases  of  cartel  is  felt  by  all ;  but  the  high  good  faith 
to  be  expected  in  such  contracts  will  be  most  effectually 
f€ci:r'*d.  by  preserving  the  simplicity  *  of  the  contract  itself,  [  *  193  ] 
and  t»y  allowing  no  latitude  of  interpretation,  beyond  the 
ob\i*»n5  meaning  of  the  grantor.  Safe-conducts  are  described  by 
\iTi:t  r*  on  the  law  of  nations,  as  proceeding  entirely  from  the  will  of 
the  CT^ntor.  In  all  doubtful  cases,  they  are  to  be  restricted  to  the 
ol;'.:cu»  meaning  of  that  will,  and  arc  not  to  be  extended  to  include 
m:.rc  than  was  obviously  intciided,^  and  necessary  to  carry  that  in- 
:<n!.L'n  into  effect.  What  are  the  facts  of  this  case?  It  is  endea- 
»ortJ  tci  bring  within  the  sanctity  of  cartel  a  valuable  ship,  which  has 
acnfr  of  the  ordinary  characteristics  of  a  cartel  ship  belonging  to  her. 
S*.*^  •.va."  a  merchant  vessel,  which  had  carried  out  troops  from 
F.n::.  •',  and  appears  to  have  been  lying  at  Martinique  unemployed, 
tzi  'Xiihnxit  hope  of  getting  home  in  safety  to  a  French  port  In 
•JL--  -.tuition  a  charter-party  is  made  between  the  officer  of  goverii- 
r.*!.:  a:  Martinique  and  the  master,  in  which  the  vessel  is  taken  up 
!•  i  rirt'-l  .■*hip,  as  she  is  there  denominated,  and  is  chartered  to  carry 
V:  yrAticCj   with  a  Hag  of  truce,   (Jeneral  Noques,  and  about  fifty 


>   (For  caies  of  cartel  sec  The  Daifjic,  S  C.  Rob.  143,  note.] 
«   V»uel,b.8,ch.  17. 
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other  persons,  who  had  been  made  prisoners  of  war  at  the  snrrender 
of  St  Lucie.  The  whole  of  this  pretension  rests  on  the  gratuitous 
assumption  of  French  parties.  There  is  no  passport  from  the  British 
admiral,  nor  a  word  respecting  her,  in  all  that  passed  between 
Greneral  Noques  and  the  British  commander  at  St  Lucie.  In  former 
discussions,  on  a  similar  subject,  the  court  had  occasion  to  observe,^ 
^  that  it  is  not  the  employment  alone  that  is  held  to  convey  a  neces- 
sary protection,  but  that  the  security  is  derived  from  the  special  safe 
conduct,  which  would  be  unnecessary,  if  the  mere  service  were  suffi- 
cient" The  special  character  should,  in  all  cases  where  an 
[  •  194  ]  opportunity  offers,  more  properly  proceed  •  from  the  act  of 
some  person  in  authority,  on  the  part  of  the  nation  against 
which  the  protection  is  assumed.  As  to  the  service  in  this  instance, 
it  is  not  a  cartel  service ;  which  is  generally  to  facilitate  an  inter- 
course between  hostile  ports.  The  voyage  is  from  one  French  port 
to  another ;  and  as  to  the  protection  of  passports,  from  any  person  or 
authority  on  the  part  of  this  country,  the  master  does  not  pretend  to 
have  had  any  other  passport  than  what  he  carried  out  with  him  from 
Bordeaux.  It  was  owing  to  the  want  of  some  such  document,  that 
the  truth  or  sufficiency  of  his  pretensions  to  cartel  were  called  in 
question ;  and  on  this  ground  only,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the 
French  roaster,  the  captor,  proceeding  with  great  caution  and  deli- 
cacy, thought  himself  justified  in  bringing  this  vessel  to  adjudication. 
Recourse  is  now  had  to  the  personal  safe-conducts  which  General 
Noques  and  the  other  persons  on  board  had  received  from  the  British 
commander  at  St  Lucie.  On  the  surrender  of  that  island,  it  seems 
that  permission  was  given  to  General  Noques  to  proceed  to  Mar- 
tinique or  to  France  on  his  parole.  This  permission  arose  entirely 
out  of  the  request  of  General  Noques  to  be  allowed  to  go  on  his 
parole,  and  though  it  was  extended  afterwards  to  other  persons,  the 
terms  of  their  safe-conduct  extended  no  farther  than  <'  to  go  to  Mar- 
tinique or  elsewhere,  in  a  neutral  ship  or  flag  of  truce."  These  gen- 
tlemen went  to  Martinique,  and  there,  without  the  intervention  of 
any  authority  on  the  part  of  this  country,  the  character  and  exemp- 
tion of  cartel,  in  favor  of  this  vessel,  is  ingrafted  on  these  mere  per- 
sonal passports  for  the  security  of  the  gentlemen  themselves.  Was 
it  reasonable  that  such  effect  should  be  attributed  to  them  ? 
[  *  195  ]  Suppose  •  their  affairs  had  led  them  different  ways',  could  it 
be  contended,  that  each  person  might  have  hoisted  his  cartel 
flag,  and  have  protected  a  separate  ship  ?    Could  there  have  been 


^  The  DaiQie,  S  Adm.  Bep.  p.  143. 
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any  such  understanding  between  General   Greenfield  and  General 
Noques,  at  St   Lucie?     The  whole   permission  arises  out  of  the 
request  of  the  French  general,  and  should  be  restricted  to  it.     In  that 
request  there  is  not  a  word  of  any  such  consequence.     Had  General 
Greenfield  any  authority  to  grant  such  grotection  to  a  vessel  which 
bad  never  been  under  his  power?     In  capitulations,  the  act  of  the 
commander  on  all  property,  which  is  the  object  of  the  contest,  and 
as  such  subject  to  his  discretion,  would  undoubtedly  be  binding;  but 
St  Lucie  was  taken  by  storm  ;  there  was  no  capitulation.   If  General 
Greenfield  had  intended  to  give  up  a  French  vessel  in  safety,  why 
did  be  not  send  off  one  of  those  taken  at  St  Lucie.     Nothing  of  that 
kind  is  done.    The  conventions  ^  of  commanding  officers  arc,  in  some 
respect^  to  be  strictly  construed ;  and  it  might  on  just  grounds  be 
questioned,  whether  General  Greenfield  had  authority  to  grant  pro- 
tection to  a  vessel  sailing  from  another  place,  that  had  never  been 
under  his  authority.     Without  insisting,  however,  on  the  invalidity 
of  such  an  act,  if  actually  done,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  infer  from  the 
questionable  nature  of  the  act  itself,  that  all  general  proba- 
bility *  is  against  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  British  [  *  196  ] 
officer.     The  case  set  up  is  a  case  of  exemption,  in  whibh 
tbc  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  party  asserting  such  a  privilege.     As 
the  evidence  adduced  by  no  means  supports  the  claim,  the  vessel 
cannot  be  held  entitled  to  protection,  but  must  stand  upon  the  same 
footing  as  any  other  enemy's  ship,  and,  as  such,  be  subject  to  con- 
demnation. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Swabey  and  Adams  contended  —  That 
it  was  a  transaction  of  perfect  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  master ; 
that  it  was  made  a  condition  of  the  charter-party  that  the  vessel 
should  be  fitted  out  strictly  as  a  cartel  ship,  without  taking  a  cargo 
or  bearing  arms ;  that  the  passports  of  General  Greenfield  and  Gene- 
ral Brcreton  went  beyond  the  purpose  of  granting  a  mere  personal 
protection  to  these  gentlemen,  and  were  represented  to  the  master  as 
sufficient  to  confer  the  protection  of  cartel ;  that  the  court  would  con- 
sider fUch  a  transaction  most  favorably  to  support  the  good  faith  of 
the  nation,  and  protect  the  claimant  against  a  mere  defect  of  form, 


1  Let  conrentionii  de  g^neraux,  dont  nous  Ycnons  dc  parlcr,  regardant  Ics  aflfain 
d'aolnii,  le  fcos  en  doit  etrc  restraint,  autant  quo  le  pennet  la  natura  de  raccord ;  en 
nne  que,  d*un  coti^,  Ic  sou  vera!  n  ne  soit  point  cngag^  par  \k  plus  qu*Ll  ne  Youdroit  8*0 
tnloit  loi  memc ;  and  que,  de  Tautre,  les  gcneraux  ne  sonflTrent  point  de  dommage  en 
lenr  devoir.    Grotiut,  1.  S,  ch.  22,  §  10. 
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if  indeed  these  passports  should  be  held  not  to  come  up  to  the  formali- 
ties usually  observed  in  cases  of  cartel. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  vessel  was  taken  sailing  under  a  flag  of  truce, 
that  is,  under  the  English  and  French  colors  joined  together.  The 
flag  of  truce  alone  would  not  be  sufficient  to  afford  protection,  because 
it  might  be  fraudulently  assumed,  or  without  authority.  A  claim, 
however,  is  given  under  a  special  representation  of  the  circumstances 

that  led  to  this  transaction,  stating  it  to  have  arisen  from 
[•197  ]  the  agreement  of  General  Greenfield  'and  certain  French 
officers  who  had  become  prisoners  of  war  on  the  capture  of 
St  Lucie.     Something  has  been  said,  in  argument,  of  the  extent  of 
the  power  of  general  officers  to  contract  with  the  enemy  in  capitula- 
tions.    Certainly,  nothing  can  be  more  sacred  than  such  agreements ; 
they  are  to  be  held  most  inviolate.     It  is  scarcely  possible  to  conceive 
any  terms,  however  incommodious,  that  ought  not  to  be  most  faith- 
fully observed  in  the  execution  of  such  contracts.     This,  however,  is 
not  an  agreement  of  that  kind.     It  appears  that  St.  Lucie  was  taken ' 
by  assault,  without  any  capitulation,  and  that,  after  the  surrender, 
General  Greenfield  granted  permission  to  the  French  general  to  pro- 
ceed to  France,  on  parole  not  to  serve  again  till  exchanged.     It  was, 
therefore,  not  a  contract,  as  far  as  appears,  of  mutual  benefit^  but  a 
matter  of  indulgence,  to  be  favorably  considered,  indeed,  as  the  act  of 
a  general  officer,  who  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  best  judge 
of  the  propriety  of  the  measure- at  the  time;  but  something  which 
does  not  bind  his  country  precisely  to  the  same  extent,  as  a  capitula- 
tion of  war  by  which  some  return  of  advantage  is  stipulated  and 
obtained  for  his  country.     General  Greenfield's  letter,  which  is  first 
to  be  considered,  states,  "  that  General  Noques,  being  desirous  of 
returning  to  France,  has  my  approbation,  and  is  at  liberty  to  go  to 
Martinique,  and  afterwards  to  France,  on  condition,"  &c.     This  is  a 
personal  liberation,  and  by  no  means  ascertains  the  vehicle  in  which 
he  was  to  go.     It  does  not  appear  from  this  instrument,  whether 
General  Noques  was  to  take  a  French  ship,  and  protect  her  under 
thi»  permission  ;  nor,  indeed,  whether  the  mode  of  conveyance  had 

at  all  entered  into  the  contemplation  of  the  parties.     It 
[  *  198  ]  would,  therefore,  be  impossible  for  me  to  determine  *  on  the 

evidence  of  this  letter  alone.  There  is  another  letter  from 
General  Brereton,  who  was  left  in  command  at  St.  Lucie,  which,  in 
answer  to  a  second  application  to  include  certain  other  persons, 
grants  permission  "  to  go  to  Martinique,  and  afterwards  to  France,  as 
they  might  find  most  convenient"     That  also  is  a  very  general 
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expression,  which  might  refer  only  to  their  own  situation  and  character, 
and  might  only  mean  that  they  should  go  in  the  most  undisturbed 
manner,  provided  they  found  neutral  ships,  or  cartels,  or  any  other 
innocuous  vehicle.  There  is  a  third  instrument  from  General  Brere- 
ton,  which  signifies  '^  a  permission  to  go  to  Martinique  and  France, 
in  a  neutral  ship  or  flag  of  truce,  or  elsewhere  where  their  affairs  may 
rcqaire."  These  gentlemen  go  to  Martinique,  and  there  this  vessel 
i»  taken  up  as  a  cartel  ship  by  virtue  of  this  permission,  though  not 
strictly  a  cartel  ship;  and,  certainly,  if  the  master  can  be  supposed  to 
have  entered  into  this  engagement  sincerely,  under  the  persuasion 
that  be  was  to  be  protected  by  the  privileges  of  cartel,  without  con- 
■idering  strictly  how  far  the  authority  of  General  Greenfield  might 
be  competent  to  confer  such  exemption,  I  think  that  the  parties  will 
be  entitled  to  very  indulgent  considerations,  in  regard  to  the  restitu- 
tion of  this  property.  The  claim  is  given  on  the  affidavit  of  the 
master,  who  certainly  does  not  support  his  averment  in  the  full 
extent ;  but  he  does  not  appear  to  be  exposed  to  any  imputation  of 
Wiala  fides  on  that  account.  He  states  the  agreement  of  the  British 
commander  to  have  been,  *'  that  these  gentlemen  might  go  in  any 
French  ship  which  they  could  take  up."  That  is  not  to  the  full  sup- 
ported by  any  evidence  that  appears  in  these  papers.  If, 
onder  sacb  a  representation  of  the  agreement,  made  *  to  this  [  *  199  ] 
man,  the  French  officers  had  taken  up  this  vessel,  it  would, 
I  think,  be  straiqing  matters  to  a  degree,  not  quite  discreet  or  legal, 
to  object  against  the  validity  of  such  a  protection,  that  it  was  not 
strictly  in  the  form  of  cartel,  unless  it  could  be  shown  that  such  pre- 
tensions bad  been  brought  forward  from  some  unfair  or  fraudulent 
motive.  It  is  possible  that,  in  this  representation,  the  master  spoke 
only  according  to  what  he  had  learned  in  conversation,  and  relied 
upon,  as  an  honest  communication,  for  he  was  no  party  to  the  origi- 
nal agreement  W'^hat  I  shall  direct  in  this  state  of  the  case  will  be, 
that  affidavits  may  be  introduced  to  show  what  the  real  understand- 
ing on  this  point  was  between  General  Greenfield  and  the  French 
general,  and  whether  the  representation  made  to  the  master,  was 
conformable  to  what  be  states  in  his  affidavit 

On  a  subsequent  day,  19th  July,  the  affidavits  of  General  Brereton 
and  General  Noques  were  exhibited,  by  which  it  appeared  that  the 
eoorse  of  the  transaction  had  been  agreeable  to  their  joint  under- 
standing of  the  permission  granted.     On  this  evidence,  — 

Court.     When  this  case  came  on  before,  the  court  intimated  a 
ition  to  sustain  the  claim,  if  it  should  appear  to  have  been  the 
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understanding  of  the  parties,  and  particularly  of  the  party  granting  the 
permission,  that  a  ship  sailing  on  this  service,  under  a  flag  of  truce, 
should  be  protected,  though  not  strictly  a  cartel.  Whether  the  British 
commander  might  have  exceeded  his  powers,  or  have  made  an 
improvident  concession,  would  not,  I  think,  supersede  the  obligation 

which  this  court  would  feel  itself  under,  to  support  the  good 
[  •  200  ]  faith  of  the  agreement,  on  which  *  the  other  party  had  acted 

with  confidence.  The  prisoners  were  sent  to  Martinique, 
probably,  for  mutual  convenience ;  this  contract  was  then  entered 
into  between  the  prefect  of  the  government  of  that  place  and  the 
master  of  this  ship,  under  the  direction  of  the  captain  general.  It 
is  now  certified  not  to  have  exceeded  the  intention  of  the  British 
officer,  under  whose  permission  these  prisoners  were  allowed  to  return 
to  France ;  and  that  is  the  point  to  which  I  principally  look,  and 
which  approaches  to  the  foundation  of  the  principle  laid  down  by  the 
court  in  the  case  referred  to.^  Something  has  been  said  of  the  bad 
faith  which  the  government  of  France  has  practised  on  some  similar 
occasion,  in  detaining  a  vessel  sent  regularly  as  a  cartel  ship  from 
this  country  to  a  port  of  France.  Such  a  behavior  would  on  no 
account  be  resorted  to  as  a  precedent,  to  which  this  court  would 
attend,  in  considering  the  proper  efiect  of  the  proceedings  of  these 
parties  in  this  transaction.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  representation 
of  the  claimant  is  substantially  confirmed  by  the  British  officer,  and 
I  shall  decree  restitution ;  giving  the  captor  the  expenses  of  taking 
the  depositions,  and  of  the  farther  proof  that  has  been  necessary  to 
clear  up  this  matter. 


The  Mary,  Folger. 

November  26,  1804. 

Cartel.  Act  of  rescue  bj  prisoners  under  cartel  invalidated.  Property  so  rcscncd,  docs  not 
fall  under  the  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act  for  British  property  recaptured  from  the  enem  j. 
Not  restored  to  the  original  owner,  but  given  up  to  the  disposal  of  his  Majesty,  at  the 
prayer  of  the  crown. 

In  this  case  another  question  of  cartel  came  before  the  court, 
which,  from  the  public  importance  of  a  right  understanding  of  such 
matters,  is  here  brought  forward  without  regard  to  its  order  of  date. 


1  Adm.  Beps.  Daifjie,  YoL  8,  p.  148. 
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•  It  appeared  that  The  Mary  was  a  British  whale  ship,  [  *  201  ] 
which  bad  gone  into  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  for  a  supply 
of  provisions,  and  ignorant  of  hostilities.  The  ship  was  seized  and 
the  crew  imprisoned,  except  the  first  and  second  mates,  who  were 
allowed  to  go  at  large  on  their  parol,  and  a  prize-master  and  five 
men  were  put  on  board  the  vessel.  In  the  meantime  The  Matilda, 
an  English  cartel  ship,  came  in,  going  with  French  prisoners  from 
Pondicherry  to  France.^  The  crew  of  The  Mary,  with  the  two 
mates,  were  pat  on  board  The  Matilda,  with  an  intimation,  accord- 
ing to  their  evidence  taken  at  St.  Helena,  "  that  they  were  to  con- 
aider  themselves  as  prisoners  of  war,  to  be  carried  to  France,  and  be 
there  exchanged."  In  the  night  of  the  4th  of  February,  these  men 
let  themselves  down  in  the  boat  of  The  Matilda,  and  got  on  board 
their  own  vessel  and  took  her  to  St.  Helena,  where  she  was  detained 
by  the  governor  and  sent  home,  with  an  account  of  the  transaction, 
to  the  officers  of  government.  Proceedings  were  instituted  on  the 
part  of  the  crown,  alleging  the  capture  to  have  been  made  illegally, 
and  praying  that  the  court  would  direct  the  vessel  to  be  given  up,  at 
the  disposal  of  his  Majesty.  An  appearance  was  also  given  for  the 
original  owners  for  restitution  of  their  ship,  and  for  the  crew  for  sal- 
vage, as  in  a- case  of  rescue. 

After  some  discussion  of  the  facts,  the  Court  stopped  the  argu- 
ment, observing -»  It  appears  to  me  that  the  court  is  not  at 
present  sufficiently  instructed  as  to  some  •  material  circum-  [  *  202  ] 
stances  of  the  case,  —  whether  these  men  were  going  to 
France  or  not,  and  whether  they  came  on  board  by  their  own  con- 
sent, or  under  any  engagement  in  which  Captain  Shaw,  the  English 
commissary,  pledged  his  faith  for  them.  It  may  be  a  question  whe- 
ther Captain  Shaw  might  have  authority  to  bind  them  to  his  act; 
but  that  question  may  not  arise  if  they  were  put  on  board  with  their 
own  free  consent  and  acquiescence,  to  be  carried  to  England,  and 
under  engagements  to  conduct  themselves  inoflcnsively.  That  is 
one  possible  state  of  facts.  It  is  likewise  possible  that  another  very 
diiTcrent  state  of  facts  might  have  existed,  namely,  that  they  were 
forced  on  board  this  vessel,  to  be  carried  to  France  as  prisoners  of 
war.  In  that  case,  the  cartel  ship  would  be  no  cartel  to  them ;  it 
would  be  a  prison  ship,  and  no  more.  The  propriety  of  their  con- 
duct, in  effecting  their  escape  and  the  liberation  of  their  own  vessel. 


'  Tbe  preamble  of  the  agreement  stated  the  primar}'  destination  of  the  cartel  ship  to 
bave  been  to  France,  for  tho  purpose  of  exchanging  the  French  prisoners,  but  the 
lerms  of  tbe  cartel,  with  respect  to  these  mariners,  were,  that  they  should  be  sent  to 
Emhnd,  to  be  there  ezchaoged  for  Dutch  pritonen. 
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would  be  most  materially  influenced  by  the  rights  and  the  duties 
resulting  from  the  one  situation  or  the  other.  According  to  their 
own  representration,  they  were  involuntary  prisoners,  destined  to 
France.  It  is  of  importance  to  learn  from  Captain  Shaw  whe- 
ther this  representation  is  well  founded;  and  I  direct  the  case  to 
stand  over  till  the  return  of  Captain  Shaw,  who,  I  understand,  ia 
shortly  expected. 

On  this  day  the  case  came  before  the  court  on  the  affidavit  of 
Captain  Shaw,  with  a  copy  of  the  articles  of  cartel  annexed,  by 
which  it  appeared  <'  That,  in  consequence  of  the  representation  made 
by  Captain  Shaw,  of  the  great  want  of  able  seamen  to  navigate  the 
cartel  ship,  and  of  Captain  Shaw's  proposal  to  take  on  board  the 

crew  of  The  Mary,  to  be  exchanged  in  England,  these 
[  *  203  ]  mariners  were  given  up  to  him,  under  a  *  stipulation,  on  his 

part,  that  he  would  not  dispose  of  or  leave  them  at  any 
place  on  his  voyage,  but  that  he  would  convey  them  in  security  to 
England ;  that  the  terms  of  their  release  were  made  known  to  the 
prisoners,  and  that  they  expressed  great  satisfaction  in  them,  and 
promised  to  work  and  give  every  assistance  in  their  power." 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship,  being  an  English  south  whaler,  went 
into  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  ignorant  of  hostilities,  and  was  there 
seized.  The  men  were  taken  out,  and  put  into  a  Dutch  prison ; 
after  they  had  been  there  some  time,  an  English  cartel  vessel,  with 
French  prisoners  from  Pondicherry,  came  in,  and  a  negotiation  was 
set  on  foot  between  the  English  commissary  of  that  cartel  and  the 
Dutch  governor,  for  the  release  of  these  men,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  them  to  England,  to  be  there  exchanged  for  Dutch  pri- 
soners. 

When  the  cause  came  on  before,  the  place  of  their  destination 
was  not  sufficiently  established.  It  was  represented,  on  the  part  of 
the  mariners,  that  they  were  to  be  carried  to  France,  which  might  be 
a  change  of  situation  very  disadvantageous  to  them,  as  they  might, 
perhaps,  be  reasonably  unwilling  to  exchange  a  Dutch  prison  for  a 
confinement  in  France.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  con- 
tended that  they  would  be  under  no  obligation  as  to  their  behavior, 
but  that  they  would  remain  perfectly  at  liberty  to  effect  their  escape 
in  any  manner  that  they  could.  It  now  turns  out,  from  the  affidavit 
of  Mr.  Shaw,  *'that  their  destination  was  to  England,  and  not  to 
France;  that  they  expressed  great  satisfaction  at  the  opportunity 
afforded  them  of  a  return  to  their  native  country,  and  engaged  for 
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their  peaceable  demeanor."  The  case  becomes,  therefore, 
•  in  this  view,  extremely  diflerent  from  a  case  of  oppression  [  *  204  ] 
and  continacd  imprisonment,  exercised  upon  unwilling  par- 
tics.  What  the  law  might  have  been  in  such  a  case,  it  will  not  be 
necessary  to  inquire.  Whether  they  must  have  been  held  bound  by 
the  undertaking  of  a  person  acting  as  commissary  for  prisoners,  and 
coming  there  in  that  character  and  with  apparent  authority,  I  will 
not  take  upon  me  to  determine ;  as  the  question  does  not  necessarily 
arise  out  of  the  circumstances  of  this  transaction.  I  should  be 
nnwilling  to  drop  an  expression  that  might  be  thought  to  derogate 
from  the  sacredness  of  cartel  vessels,  or  to  diminish  the  inestimable 
utility  which  the  world  enjoys  in  the  acknowledged  inviolability  of 
tbeir  character.  I  shall,  therefore,  decline  to  enter  upon  a  question 
that  is  rendered  unnecessary  by  a  material  fact  in  this  case,  which 
now  tarns  out  to  be,  that  these  persons  were  put  on  board  by  their 
own  consent,  on  terms  that  were  explained  to  them,  and  fully  acqui- 
esced in  by  themselves.  They  were  bound  by  their  own  engage- 
ment, as  strongly  as  men  could  be,  to  abstain  from  all  acts  of 
violence,  and  to  do  nothing  which  had  the  least  connection  with  hos- 
tility. In  violation  of  the  duties  which  they  had  thus  stipulated  for, 
from  a  spirit  of  heedless  enterprise  belonging  to  such  men,  I  imagine, 
rather  than  from  any  more  improper  motive,  they  seize  the  boat  of 
the  cartel  ship,  attack  their  own  vessel  by  the  means  of  this  boat, 
and  ciiny  her  off  by  force  against  all  opposition.  At  St.  Helena, 
where  they  carried  her,  she  is  detained  by  the  governor,  as  having 
been  taken  from  the  Dutch  by  an  illegal  act  of  capture,  and  is  sent 
here  for  the  judgment  of  this  court.  The  ship  and  cargo  have  since 
been  converted  into  money,  and  the  parties  now  before  the  court 
are :  The  crown,  standing  in  the  character  of  the  represen- 
tative of  this  country  in  its  *  foreign  relations  ;  the  owners,  [  •  205  ] 
praying  restitution  of  their  property,  as  in  a  case  of  an 
ordinar}'  recapture ;  and  these  mariners,  praying  salvage.  Of  the 
claim  for  salvage  I  have  already  disposed,  by  the  observations  which 
I  have  just  made.  The  whole  case  of  the  salvors  is  a  case  of  deme- 
rit :  and  a  demand  of  remimeration  is  the  last,  which,  in  prudence, 
they  ought  to  make. 

On  the  claim  of  the  original  proprietors,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is 
not  such  a  recapture  as  will  revest  their  interest.  It  is  contended, 
that  it  falls  under  the  general  terms  of  the  Prize  Act,*  which  directs 
^  That  all  ships  and  goods  belonging  to  his  Majesty^s  subjects,  which 


1  Section  39. 
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were  before  retaken  and  surprised  by  his  Majesty's  enemies,  and  are, 
at  any  time  afterwards,  surprised  and  retaken  by  any  of  his  Majesty's 
ships,  &c.,  shall  be  restored  on  salvage."  But  I  cannot  think  that 
this  recapture  is  of  such  a  nature  as  can  be  deemed  a  legal  capture. 
An  act  which  is  in  itself  illegal  can  convey  no  right.  It  must  be 
understood,  that  the  surprising  and  retaking  described  by  the  act  of 
parliament  must  be  such  a  surprising  and  retaking  as  the  law  would 
acknowledge  and  justify ;  and  not  such  a  surprising  and  retaking  as, 
being  in  itself  piratical,  must  be  deemed  a  nullity  as  to  any  legal 
effect.  Here  is  a  surprising  and  retaking  that  has  been  effected 
through  a  violation  of  contract,  by  persons  pretending  to  act  upon 
rights  which  they  had  parted  with,  as  well  by  their  own  engagement 
as  by  the  nature  of  the  situation  in  which  they  were  placed.  Such 
an  act  is  essentially  invalid,  and  can  have  no  legal  consequence 
attached  to  it,  either  for  the  benefit  of  those  persons  themselves,  or  for 
the  benefit  of  others  who  may  claim  through  them. 

It  has  been  objected,  that  there  is  no  complaint  before  the  court  on 

the  part  of  the  Dutch  government ;  but  the  actual  feelings 
[  *  206  ]  of  the  Dutch  government  *  are  sufficiently  apparent  from 

the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Shaw,  who  states  "  that  the  crew  of  the 
cartel  were  immediately  thrown  into  prison  ; "  a  consequence  which 
sufficiently  demonstrates  the  extreme  mischief  and  inconvenience 
resulting  from  inconsiderate  attempts  of  this  kind.  After  such  an 
expression  of  feeling  on  the  part  of  the  Dutch  government,  it  can 
scarcely  be  doubted  that  some  representation  was  made  of  the  injury 
received ;  though  the  forms  of  proceeding  here  may  have  prevented 
it  from  being  brought  immediately  to  the  notice  of  the  court  Inde- 
pendent of  such  a  remonstrance,  considering  the  Dutch  government 
to  be  aggrieved,  as  undoubtedly  an  enemy  may  be  aggrieved  by  an 
undue  exercise  of  the  rights  of  war,  and  considering  the  interest 
which  the  crown  has  in  preserving  the  sanctity  of  good  faith  in  all 
our  public  relations  to  foreign  states,  I  cannot  think  that  the  court 
will  be  guilty  of  any  injustice  in  decreeing  this  property  to  be  deli- 
vered to  his  Majesty,  to  be  by  him  disposed  of  as  his  sense  of  justice 
towards  the  injured  government  may  direct 
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INSTRUCTION,  24ih  June,  1803. 

Ir  consideratioQ  of  the  present  state  of  commerce,  we  are  pleased  hereby  to 
direct  tbe  commaadcrs  of  our  ships  of  war  and  privateers,  not  to  seize  any 
oeuirml  vessel  which  shall  be  carrying  on  trade  directly  between  the  colonies 
of  the  eoemy  and  the  neutral  country  to  which  the  vessel  belongs,  and  laden 
with  the  property  of  inhabitants  of  such  neutral  country  :  Provided  that  such 
neutral  voskI  shall  not  be  supplying,  nor  shall  have  on  the  outward  voyage 
fopplied,  tbe  eoemy  with  any  articles  contraband  of  war,  and  shall  not  be 
tmding  with  aoy  blockaded  port. 


INSTRUCTION,  1st  February,  1805. 

Wbeieas  we  have  judged  it  expedient  that  interruption  should  not  be  given 
to  the  supplying  tbe  kingdom  of  Spain,  in  its  present  distress,  with  grain,  not- 
withstanding the  existing  hostilities ;  we  do  hereby  direct,  and  strictly  enjoin 
the  commanders  of  our  ships  of  war  and  privateers,  not  to  molest  any  neutral 
veesel  Uufen  solely  with  grain,  and  going  to  Spain,  to  whomsoever  the  said 
giaiii  may  belong,  unless  it  be  brought  from,  or  be  destined  to,  a  blockaded 
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[  •  209  ]  •  San  Antonio,  . 

May  30,  1804. 

Flag-share.    Suggestion  on  the  part  of  Sir  J.  Saumarez,  that  he  was  employed  on  a  sepaiite 

scnrice,  bj  order  of  the  admiralty,  not  sustained.^ 

This  was  a  question  respecting  a  flag-share,  demanded  by  Lord 
Keith,  as  commander-in-chief  of  the  station  to  which  the  capturing 
ship  was  attached,  and  resisted  on  the  part  of  Sir  J.  Saumarez,  on  a 
suggestion  that  he  was  acting  under  separate  orders  from  the  admi- 
ralty. 

On  the  part  of  Lord  Keith,  the  King*s  Advocate  and  Laurence. 
This  question  comes  before  the  court  on  an  act  on  petition,  stating 
all  the  circumstances  on  which  a  right  to  a  flag-eighth  is  demanded 
by  Lord  Keith,  and  resisted  on  the  part  of  Sir  J.  Saumarez.  The 
proclamation  of  the  late  war,  by  which  the  question  is  to  be  decided, 

directs,  "  That  when  an  inferior  flag-officer  is  sent  out  to 
[•  210  ]  reinforce  a  superior  flag-officer,  •that  superior  flag-officer 

shall  have  no  share  in  prizes  captured  by  the  inferior  flag- 
officer,  before  he  arrives  within  the  limits  of  the  station  of  the  supe- 
rior flag-officer,  and  actually  receives  orders  from  him."  That  Sir  J. 
Saumarez  had  arrived  within  the  station  cannot  be  doubted,  as  he 
had  arrived  at  Gibraltar,  which  is  an  important  post  of  that  station, 
where  the  commander  had  been  much  resident,  and  where  it  might 
be  expected  that  general  orders  would  be  left ;  and,  in  fact,  a  ship 
was  left  at  Gibraltar  to  communicate  orders,  quite  sufficient  to 
answer  the  words  of  the  proclamation.  As  little  doubt  can  arise  on 
another  important  point,  that  Sir  James  Saumarez  was  intended  by  the 
admiralty  to  be  placed  under  the  orders  of  Lord  Keith ;  this  is  mani- 
fest from  the  whole  tenor  of  his  instructions ;  and  although  he  was 
directed  to  correspond  with  the  admiralty,  he  was  also  directed  to 
correspond  with  Lord  Keith,  and  to  give  him  notice  of  his  operations. 
The  orders  left  behind  at  Gibraltar  by  Lord  Keith,  on  going  to  a  dis- 
tant part  of  his  station,  were  addressed,  "  To  Sir  Erasmus  Gowcr,  or 
any  other  flag-officer  appointed  to  act  on  this  station."  They  were 
not  confined  to  one  in  particular,  but  were  directed  to  all  who  should 
be  appointed  to  act  on  that  station.    Sir  Borlase  Warren  had  opened 


1  [For  note  respectmg  "flag-share"  see  The  Dolores,  2  Dod.  418.] 
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tbem,  and  acted  in  conformity  to  them,  and  had  left  them  for  other 
officers  who  might  succeed.  Sir  James  Saumarez  arrived  in  June, 
after  having  engaged  the  enemy's  fleet  in  Algesiras  Bay.  That  he 
considered  himself  under  Lord  Keith's  command  is  evident,  from  his 
own  conduct  in  writing  to  him  an  account  of  that  engagement,  and 
in  taking  with  him  a  vessel  belonging  to  Lord  Keith's 
squadron,  when  he  *  sailed  again  in  quest  of  the  enemy.  [  *21I] 
But  the  defence  set  up  is,  '^  That  though  these  orders  might 
be  received,  Sir  James  Saumarez  never  read  them,  and  that  he  was 
Dot  acting  under  them."  This  is  an  averment  that  can  on  no  princi- 
ple be  admitted.  Here  were  orders  delivered  to  him  by  Captain  Pre- 
Tost,  ^  as  general  orders  for  all  flag-oflicers  coming  here  to  be  under 
the  command  of  Lord  Keith ; "  and  if  an  inferior  oflicer  could  be  at 
liberty  to  refuse  to  open  them,  it  would  be  in  his  power  to  keep  him- 
self detached  from  the  station,  and  under  the  orders  of  the  admiralty, 
Bs  long  as  be  pleased.  The  act  of  court  goes  on  to  state,  ^that 
Sir  J.  Saumarez  received  a  letter  from  Lord  Keith  in  the  month  of 
August.''  But  surely  it  cannot  be  contended  that  it  is  necessary 
that  the  orders  described  in  the  proclamation  should  be  issued  to 
each  inferior  flag-officer  individually,  and  after  the  commander-in- 
chief  had  received  intelligence  of  that  particular  oflicer's  appointment. 
It  is  next  stated  in  the  act,  that  the  orders  had  been  opened  by  Sir 
Borlase  Warren,  as  if  it  was  intended  to  be  maintained  that  their 
eflect  would,  with  regard  to  other  succeeding  flag-officers,  be  defeated 
by  that  circumstance.  This  surely  cannot  be  contended.  They 
were  general  orders,  left,  as  the  standing  regulations  of  the  fleet,  at 
the  place  where  all  officers  appointed  to  that  station  might  be  ex- 
pected to  calL  All  the  grounds  of  defence  that  can  be  collected  from 
the  act  of  court,  must  fail  to  bring  this  case  within  the  restrictions 
which  create  exceptions  to  the  general  right  of  flag-officers  under  the 
proclamation,  and  consequently  Lord  Keith's  claim  to  his  flag-eighth 
mast  be  established. 

•On  the  other  side,  Arnold.  That  Sir  J.  Saumarez  was  [  *  212  ] 
airived  within  the  limitij  of  the  station  cannot  be  denied ; 
bat  the  question  is,  whether  the  case,  under  all  its  circumstances, 
falls  within  the  words  of  the  proclamation.  The  service  on  which  Sir 
J.  Saumarez  was  sent,  was  not  for  the  general  purpose  of  reinforcing 
Lord  Keith.  It  is  not  so  expressed.  It  was  not  so  in  substance.  He 
was  not  directed  to  follow  the  course  which  Lord  Keith  might  have 
taken,  but  he  was  directed  by  the  admiralty  to  go  to  a  particular  place, 
and  perform  a  particular  service.  He  was  to  go  to  Cadiz,  and  blockade 
that  port ;  to  watch  the  enemy,  and,  if  they  attempted  to  come  out,  to 
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follow  them  to  any  place  to  which  they  might  sail  He  was  also  to 
watch  a  French  force  that  was  expected  to  come  out  of  Ferrol,  for  the 
purpose  of  joining  the  Spanish  fleet ;  he  was  to  follow  that  force  also, 
and  to  endeavor  to  bring  them  to  action.  Here  were  services 
enjoined,  that  might,  in  fair  probability,  have  led  him  far  out  of  the 
limits  of  Lord  Keith's  station,  and  have  entirely  prevented  all  co5pera- 
tion  with  him.  It  is  contended,  therefore,  that  Sir  J.  Saumarez  was 
not  sent  to  reinforce  Lord  Keith  under  the  terms  of  the  proclamationi 
but  to  perform  a  special  and  distinct  service  under  the  orders  of  the 
admiralty.  As  to  the  orders  supposed  to  be  received,  it  is  not 
averred  that  there  was  any  communication  of  general  orders,  from 
the  vessel  taken  by  Sir  J.  Saumarez  under  his  command.  If  it  is  to 
be  inferred  in  any  manner,  that  there  would  be  such  a  communica- 
tion, it  might  have  been  merely  as  matter  of  private  information,  and 

cannot  be  considered  as  a  communication  from  the  superior 
[  •  213  ]  flag-officer  to  him.    What  is  principally  *  relied  on,  however, 

is  the  communication  made  at  Gibraltar.  But  this  is  no 
communication  of  orders  from  Lord  Keith  to  him.  They  are  described 
as  standing  orders  for  the  port  of  Gibraltar,  and  the  latter  part  relates 
to  services  to  be  performed  at  Malta  and  Port  Mahon,  under  the 
general  services  of  the  station,  in  which  Sir  J.  Saumarez  could  not 
be  employed.  He  was  confined  to  a  particular  object  by  the  orders 
of  the  admiralty,  and  was,  therefore,  incapable  of  executing  any  orders 
at  Malta  or  Port  Mahon.  They  were  orders  that  did  not  apply  to 
him,  and  were,  on  that  account,  neglected  by  him.  They  cannot, 
therefore,  be  considered  as  orders  which  had  such  a  reference  to  him 
as  to  bring  him  under  the  command  of  Lord  Keith.  It  is  said  that 
his  own  conduct,  in  writing  to  Lord  Keith,  shows  that  he  thought 
himself  under  Lord  Keith's  command.  By  no  means.  It  was  a  part 
of  his  instructions  from  the  admiralty  that  he  should  so  write ;  as 
indeed  it  might  be  very  important  that  Lord  Keith  should  be  made 
acquainted  with  every  disposition  of  the  enemy,  even  by  persons  who 
were  not  in  any  degree  subject  to  his  command.  But  if  Sir  J.  Sau- 
marez had  been  under  an  error,  as  to  the  precise  nature  of  his  situ- 
ation and  the  duties  he  owed  to  Lord  Keith,  it  will  not  vary  the 
principle  of  law  by  which  the  case  is  to  be  governed,  on  a  more 
mature  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  applicable  to  it.  It 
will  have  no  effect  to  supply  that  other  requisite  under  the  proclama- 
tion, "  that  the  inferior  flag-officer  should  have  received  orders  from 
his  superior."  It  is  submitted  that  no  such  orders  have  been  received, 
and  that  the  flag-eighth  is  not  due  to  Lord  Keith  in  this  case,  under 
the  terms  of  the  proclamation. 
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•  In  reply,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence.  It  may  be 
material  to  point  out  what  are  the  particular  services  which  are  [  *  214  ] 
said  to  have  been  imposed  on  Sir  J.  Saumarez  by  the  admi- 
ralty, from  whence  it  will  appear  that  they  were  perfectly  consistent  and 
coincident  with  the  general  ser\'ice8  of  the  station.  Government  having 
received  information  which  could  not  be  known  to  Lord  Keith,  sent  this 
force,  not  on  a  separate  service,  but  to  reinforce  a  particular  part  of 
the  operations  of  Lord  Keith's  station.  Sir  J.  Saumarez  was  to  watch 
the  French  and  Spanish  fleets,  both  within  the  limits  of  the  station, 
and  forming  the  subject  matter  of  a  part  of  the  orders  w^hich  Lord 
Keith  left  behind  at  Gibraltar.  This,  therefore,  cannot  be  taken  as  a 
new  or  separate  service ;  it  had  already  been  made  a  part  of  the  dis- 
position of  Lord  Keith's  force,  and  the  ships  sent  under  Sir  J.  Sau- 
marez*wcrc  designed  as  a  particular  reinforcement  for  that  purpose. 
How  docs  Sir  J.  Saumarez  act  on  his  arrival  at  Gibraltar  ?  He 
supersedes  the  ofHcer  left  in  command  there  by  Lord  Keith,  and  takes 
the  Calpe,  a  part  of  Lord  Keith's  force,  away  with  him,  but  not  out 
of  the  limits  of  the  station.  He  received  the  general  orders,  which 
were  not,  as  it  has  been  described,  orders  for  Malta  and  Port  Mahon, 
bat  orders  for  the  general  service  of  the  station,  of  which  this  very 
object  of  blockading  Cadiz  formed  a  material  part.  Th(\se  will  fully 
answer  the  words  of  the  proclamation,  which  aceni  to  be  framed 
studiously,  with  great  latitude,  as  meaning,  no  doubt,  to  infer  that 
any  sort  of  actual  communication  from  the  superior  flag-oflicer 
would  be  sufficient.  The  limits  of  this  station  appear  to  have  ex- 
tended from  Cape  Finisterre  to  Cape  le  Gat.  In  what  a  situation, 
then,  would  the  commanding  oflTicer  be,  as  to  his  interest  in 
the  *  flag-eighth,  if  it  could  be  held  that  the  orders  to  be  [  *  215  ] 
given  most  be  directed  specifically  and  individually  to  each 
inferior  flag-officer  that  should  be  sent  out  to  join  the  general  opera- 
tions, at  what  may  be  called  the  headquarters  of  the  station. 

JrDGMEXT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  turns  on  the  interpretation  of  that 
passage  of  the  proclamation,  which  directs,  that ''  when  an  inferior 
flag-officer  is  sent  out  to  reinforce  a  superior  flag-officer,  the  superior 
flag-officer  shall  have  no  right  to  any  share  of  prizes  taken  by  the 
inferior  flag-officer  before  the  inferior  flag-officer  shall  arrive  within 
the  limits  of  the  command  of  the  superior  ilag-officer,  and  actually 
receive  some  order  from  him."  In  this  case,  I  think,  it  is  not  denied, 
that  Lord  Keith  was  commander-in-chief  on  the  Mediterranean  sta- 
tion, and  that  Sir  James  Saumarez  was  sent  out  for  the  general  pur- 
pose of  reinforcing  him,  because  the  words  of  the  order  were, "  to  put 
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himself  under  Lord  Keith's  command ; "  it  is  certainly  not  necessary 
that  the  word  reinforce  should  be  used  ;  it  is  sufficient,  I  conceive,  if 
an  inferior  officer  is  directed  to  put  himself  under  the  command  of 
his  superior  for  the  purposes  of  general  cooperation.  The  mere 
arrival  alone,  however,  is  not  sufficient;  another  requisite  circum*, 
stance  is,  thai  he  should  have  received  some  orders  from  the  com- 
mander on  the  station.  The  terms  of  the  proclamation  are  very 
general,  —  "  some  orders ; "  but  there  must  be  some,  by  which  the 
authority  of  the  commander-in-chief  over  this  particular  part  of  hiff 
force  is  shown  to  have  vested  in  him.  It  is  certainly' true,  that,  be- 
sides the  general  service  of  reinforcing,  the  inferior  officer 

[  •  216  ]  may  have  a  distinct  and  separate  service  *  confided  to  him 
by  the  admiralty,  which,  though  to  be  performed  within  the 
limits  of  the  station,  may  not  be  connected  with  the  general  ptirposes 
for  which  the  commander  of  the  station  is  employed.  This  is  a  poe- 
sible  thing ;  but  it  would  require,  I  think,  a  strong  case,  to  show  that 
a  distinct  and  separate  service  was  intended  ;  the  presumption  being, 
undoubtedly,  that,  where  a  service  is  to  be  performed  within  the 
limits  of  a  station,  it  is  coincident  with  the  general  services  on  which 
the  commander-in-chief  is  employed,  usually,  with  a  very  large  dis- 
cretion as  to  the  means  of  annoying  the  enemy  with  the  best  effect. 
In  this  case,  there  are  orders  given  by  the  admiralty ;  and  the  ques- 
tion to  be  considered  is,  whether  they  are  of  a  nature  to  take  the 
officer,  intrusted  with  them,  out  of  the  effect  of  this  presumption, 
and  to  detach  him  from  the  force,  with  which,  on  general  grounds,  he 
must  be  supposed  to  be  associated.  I  cannot  say  that  they  appear 
to  me  to  be  of  that  kind.  The  Mediterranean  station  was  of  very 
wide  extent,  comprehending  services  very  miscellaneous  in  their 
nature,  and  of  great  importance.  If  orders  were  given  to  Sir  J.  Sau- 
marez  respecting  the^  blockade  of  Cadiz,  and  respecting  his  coopera- 
tion with  the  allied  fleet  of  Portugal,  it  is  not  necessarily  a  distinct 
and  separate  service,  with  which  Lord  Keith  had  nothing  to  do,  and 
which  kept  Sir  J.  Saumarez  in  a  state  of  emancipation  from  him, 
since  these  were  services  on  which  part  of  Lord  Keith's  force  was 
then  operating.  The  terms  of  the  orders  to  Sir  J.  Saumarez  are, "  to 
invigorate  the  blockade  of  Cadiz,"  which  Lord  Keith's  force  was  then 
keeping  up.  Sir  J.  Saumarez  came  within  the  limits  of  the  station. 
He  heard  of  an  enemy's  squadron  in  Algesiras  Bay,  and  attacked 
them,  but  unsuccessfully,  and  went  to   Gibraltar  to  refit, 

[  *  217  ]  which  was  *  the  principal  port  of  the  station,  and  might  be 

called  almost  the  head-quarters  of  the  commander-in-chief. 

When  he  was  there,  he  received  orders  from  Lord  Keith,  but  it  is 

said  that  he  did  not  read  them.     Certainly,  this  court  can  never 
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admit  an  averment  that  the  inferior  officer  had  not  read  orders  that 
were  directed  to  him,  and  were  delivered  to  him  by  his  superior. 
Indeed,  I  cannot  but  observe,  that  Sir  James  Saumarez  speaks  with 
some  uncertainty  on  this  fact,  which  I  am  inclined  to  think  did 
happen,  though  it  may  have  escaped  his  recollection.  He  says, 
that  he  did  not  interfere  with  the  marine  department,  <'  because  he 
was  otherwise  employed;"  not  because  he  conceived  that  he  had  no 
authority,  but  because  his  other  duties  prevented  him  ;  not  that  the 
orders  respecting  them  did  not  apply  to  him,  but  because  he  had  a 
jnstifyiog  excuse  for  not  attending  to  them.  The  orders  were 
general,  and  not  confined  to  the  first  officer  that  might  arrive,  but 
extending  to  all  in  succession,  who  might  come  to  put  themselves 
nnder  Lord  Keith's  command.  Then  what  is  there  that  does  not 
bring  this  case  within  the  words  of  the  proclamation  ?  Here  is  an 
inferior  officer  sent  out  to  reinforce,  for  so  I  consider  this  special  scr- 
Tice,  as  being  within  the  general  services  of  the  station.  He  was  to 
pot  himself  under  the  command  of  the  superior  officer,  to  assist  in 
the  blockade  of  Cadiz.  He  had  arrived,  and  received  orders,  which 
did  in  part  apply  to  the  particular  service  with  which  Sir  J.  Sau- 
marez is  said  to  be  specially  intrusted  by  the  admiralty,  the  blockade 
of  Cadiz;  and  the  prize  in  question  is  a  vessel  which  had  escaped 
from  the  blockading  force.  Orders  of  a  more  general  nature  would, 
1  apprehend,  have  been  sufficient ;  since  all  that  would  be 
rcc|uircd  is  some  exercise  of  *  authority,  to  show  that  the  [  *  218  ] 
relation  subsisting  between  a  commander-in-chief  and  the 
subordinate  parts  of  his  force  had  actually  attached.  Here  is  an 
exercise  of  authority  connected  with  the  very  service  to  be  performed. 
Upon  the  whole  of  this  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  does  fall  within 
the  words  of  the  proclamation,  and  that  Lord  Keith  is  entitled  to  his 
flag-share. 


The  Tobago,  De  Witte. 

Maj  30th,  1804. 

,  on  an  enemy's  ihip,  »  not  an  interest  that  can  f npport  a  claim  in  a  Priao  Conn, 

on  behalf  of  the  bondholder. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim,  on  behalf  of  A.  B.,  a  British  mer- 
chant, for  the  interest  of  a  bottomry  bond  executed  to  him  by  the 
of  the  shipi  being  a  French  vessel,  previous  to  hostilities. 

13* 
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Against  the  demand,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinsovi.  This 
claim  is  entirely  unprecedented  in  practice,  and  is,  on  various  grounds, 
wholly  unsustainable.  In  the  jfirst  place,  it  might  be  questioned  how 
far  the  contingency  on  which  all  bonds  of  this  kind  depend,  the  safe 
arrival  of  the  ship  itself,  can  be  said  to  have  taken  place.  The  bond 
is  made  suitable  against  the  vessel,  as  the  property  of  the  owner,  on 
her  arrival  in  the  port  of  Dunkirk,  or  any  other  port  Here  a  hostile 
seizure  has  intervened,  which  has,  jure  belli^  superseded  the  former 
title  of  property,  and  has  prevented  the  vessel  from  entering,  as  a 
voluntary  act  of  her  own,  either  Dunkirk,  or  any  other  port     Tbeie 

has  not  been  such  an  arrival  as  would  support  the  ordinary 
[  *  219  ]  liens  of  freight  or  wages  as  between  the  *  original  parties; 

by  parity  of  reason,  this  security  also,  depending  on  the  safe 
arrival  of  the  vessel,  must  be  extinguished  by  capture  with  other 
liens.  But  if  it  is  considered  only  on  the  ground  of  property,  it  is  a 
general  maxim  of  all  laws,  ancient  and  modern,  that  a  thing  pledged 
still  remains  the  property  of  the  debtor,  Piffnus  in  bonis  debitorii 
permanere,  ideoque  ipsi  perire,  non  dubium  est.  And  in  the  practice 
of  all  systems  of  jurisprudence,  the  interference  of  a  court  of  justice 
is  necessary  to  appropriate  the  pledge  to  the  creditor,  and  convert  the 
property.  How,  then,  under  this  instrument  merely,  can  a  sub- 
stantive title  of  property  be  averred,  which  is  necessary  to  support  a 
claim  in  a  Prize  Court  ?  That  it  is  not  supposed  to  constitute  pro- 
perty, will  farther  appear,  from  considering  what  would  be  the  case 
if  the  interests  in  such  a  transaction  were  inverted.  Suppose  a  bond 
of  this  nature,  given  upon  a  neutral  ship,  and  to  a  person  now  be- 
come an  enemy,  could  a  proceeding  of  prize  be  instituted  against  the 
neutral  ship,  or  any  part  of  it,  as  the  property  of  the  enemy  ?  Cer- 
tainly not  The  consequence  of  admitting  claims  for  such  interests, 
on  behalf  of  a  neutral  bondholder,  whilst  they  would  not  be  amena- 
ble to  capture,  in  the  hands  of  an  enemy,  would  be  to  constitute  a 
species  of  property  which  could  in  no  case  be  subject  to  the  rights  of 
war ;  and  that  carved  out  of  a  description  of  property,  which  is,  in 
its  own  nature,  most  exposed  to  the  events  of  war.  But,  farther,  if 
it  could  be  considered  as  the  property  of  the  claimants,  in  what  situ- 
ation would  it  be  placed  ?  —  at  least,  under  the  flag  and  pass  of  the 
belligerent  nation,  subject  to  his  control  and  management,  and  con- 
vertible by  him  as  occasion  might  be,  even  to  the  operations  of  war. 

Such  a  mode  of  qualifying  the  immediate  and  ostensible 
[  *  220  ]  •  interests  in  a  ship  would  afford  a  most  convenient  cover  to 

conceal  the  property  of  the  enemy;  and  so  mischievous 
would  be  the  consequence  of  holding  such  interests  to  be  protected 
from  the  rights  of  war,  that,  even  if  all  other  objections  could  be 
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removed,  it  would  be  necessary  to  hold  such  property  in  the  hands 
tod  possession  of  the  enemy,  liable  to  confiscation.  On  every  ground, 
this  is  an  interest  that  cannot  be  restored,  but  must  follow  the  fate  of 
the  subject  matter  on  which  it  was  engrafted. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Adams.  As  to  the  dangerous 
eoDsequences  that  are  apprehended  from  claims  of  this  nature,  it 
most  be  recollected  that  such  interests  can  arise  only  out  of  circum- 
•tanoes  of  distress,  and,  therefore,  they  are  not  very  liable  to  abuse, 
oor  likely  to  be  set  up  in  fraud  of  belligerent  rights.  Still  less  is  this 
danger  to  be  apprehended  from  claims  like  the  present,  which  is  built 
oo  an  event  antecedent  to  the  war,  and  independent  of  all  contem- 
plmtion  of  war.  The  objection  cannot  be  sustained,  therefore,  on  the 
groiind  of  the  fraudulent  motives  that  led  to  this  transaction,  nor  of 
the  consequences  likely  to  ensue  from  admitting  claims  of  this  nature, 
which  will  at  all  times  be  liable  to  be  strictly  examined  with  refer- 
ence to  their  own  particular  circumstances.  The  claimant  in  this 
case  being  a  British  subject,  has  lent  his  money  on  an  ordinary  event 
of  commerce,  happening  in  time  of  peace,  for  the  protection  of  pro- 
perty now  fallen  to  the  captor ;  he  now  solicits  the  aid  of  this  court, 
as  his  only  remedy  against  a  total  loss.  Thrn,  as  to  the  legal  effect 
of  »uch  bonds  — they  are  introduced  for  Iht?  lx*nefit  of  navigation, 
and  for  the  security  of  the  lender,  and  are  with  that  view 
held  •  to  constitute  a  lien  so  strong  that  they  supersede  all  [  •  221  ] 
other  demands  on  the  ship.  That  the  ship  had  not  arrived, 
18  but  an  objection  in  words ;  for  if  the  interest  in  the  vessel  can  be 
considered  as  a  neutral  interest,  the  old  maxim,  that  capture  is  deli- 
very, would  apply  to  protect  all  such  demands.  It  is,  besides,  an 
objection  proceeding  only  from  the  act  of  the  captor,  who  prevented 
the  regular  arrival,  and  can,  therefore,  not  derive  any  benefit  from  a 
defect  proceeding  only  from  his  own  act.  Captors  are  held  to  take 
cmm  onere ;  they  put  themselves  in  the  place  of  the  enemy,  and  are 
liable  to  the  burdens  attaching  on  the  property  in  the  course  of  navi- 
gation in  which  it  is  seized.  With  regard  to  the  case  put  of  an  ene- 
my's interest  of  this  description,  on  a  neutral  ship,  the  distinction  is 
obvioos  that  this  interest  is  a  thing  accessorial  only  to  the  ship,  and 
that  it  might  well  consist  with  the  principles  of  justice  that  the 
accessory  might  be  restored,  though  the  ship  was  condemned ;  at  the 
same  time  that  it  would  not  be  reasonable  or  just  to  seize  the  ship 
itself,  on  account  of  such  an  accessorial  interest  which  an  enemy 
might  possess  in  it 
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Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  integrity  of  this  transaction  is  not  impeached, 
but  I  am  called  upon  to  consider  whether  the  court  can,  consistently 
with  the  principles  of  law  that  govern  its  practice,  afford  relief.  It  is 
the  case  of  a  bottomry  bond,  given  fairly  in  time  of  peace,  without 
any  view  of  infringing  the  rights  of  war,  to  relieve  a  ship  in  distress 
—  a  contract  certainly  regarded  with  great  attention  and  tenderness 
by  this  court,  when  brought  immediately  before  it    But  can  the  court 

recognize  bonds  of  this  kind  as  titles  of  property,  so  as  to 
[  *  222  ]  *  give  persons  a  right  to  stand  in  judgment,  and  demand 

restitution  of  such  interests  in  a  Court  of  Prize  ?  The  total 
silence  of  those  who  have  argued  for  the  claimant,  as  to  any  pre- 
cedents for  this  demand,  strongly  shows  that  it  has  not  been  the  prao> 
tice  of  the  court  to  consider  such  bonds  as  property  entitled  to  its 
protection ;  and  I  think  I  may  venture  to  say  that  there  has  been  no 
such  instance.  The  person  advancing  money  on  bonds  of  this  nature, 
acquires,  by  that  act,  no  property  in  the  vessel ;  he  acquires  the  jut 
in  rerrty  but  not  the  jus  in  re,  until  it  has  been  converted  and  ap{»ro- 
priated  by  the  final  process  of  a  court  of  justice.^  The  property  of 
the  vessel  continues  in  the  former  proprietor,  who  has  given  a  right 
of  action  against  it,  but  nothing  more.  If  there  is  no  change  of  pro- 
perty, there  can  be  no  change  of  national  character.  Those  lending 
money  on  such  security,  take  this  security  subject  to  all  the  chances 
incident  to  it,  and,  amongst  the  rest,  the  chances  of  war.  But  it  is 
said  that  the  captor  takes  cum  onere,  and,  therefore,  that  this  obliga- 
tion would  devolve  upon  him.  That  he  is  held  to  take  cum  onere  is 
undoubtedly  true,  as  a  rule  which  is  to  be  understood  to  apply  where 
the  onus  is  immediately  and  visibly  incumbent  upon  it.  A  captor  who 
takes  the  cargo  of  an  enemy  on  board  the  ship  of  a  Mend,  takes  it 
liable  to  the  freight  due  to  the  owner  of  the  ship  ;  because  the  owner 
of  the  ship  has  the  cargo  in  his  possession,  subject  to  that  demand 
by  the  general  law,  independent  of  all  contract.  By  that  law,  he  is 
not  bound  to  part  with  it  but  on  payment  of  freight ;  he,  being  in 
possession,  can  detain  it  by  his  own  authority,  and  wants  not  the  aid 
of  any  court  for  that  purpose.     These  are  all  characters  of  the  jus  in 

re  —  of  an  interest  directly  and  visibly  residing  in  the  sub- 
[  •  223  ]  stance  *  of  the  thing  itself.     But  it  is  a  proposition  of  a 

much  wider  extent,  which  affirms  that  a  mere  right  of  action 
is  entitled  to  the  same  favorable  consideration,  in  its  transfer  jfrom  the 
neutral  to  a  captor.     It  is  very  obvious  that  claims  of  such  a  nature 


1  [Blaine  v.  The  Charles  Carter,  4  Cranch,  828.] 
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may  be  bo  framed  as  that  no  powers  belonging  to  this  court  can 
enable  it  to  examine  them  with  effect.  They  are  private  contracts, 
passing  between  parties  who  may  have  an  interest  in  coUading ;  the 
captor  has  no  access  whatever  to  the  original  private  understanding 
of  the  parties  in  forming  such  contracts ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  unfit 
that  he  should  be  affected  by  them.  ,  His  rights  of  capture  act  upon 
the  property,  w^ithout  regard  to  secret  liens  possessed  by  third  parties. 
Id  like  manner,  his  rights  operate  on  no  such  liens  where  the  property 
itself  is  protected  from  capture.  Indeed,  it  would  be  almost  impos- 
rible  for  the  captor  to  discover  such  liens  in  the  possession  of  the 
enemy,  upon  property  belonging  to  a  neutral ;  the  consequence,  there- 
fore, of  allowing  generally  the  privilege  here  claimed  would  be,  that 
the  captor  would  be  subject  to  the  disadvantage  of  having  neutral 
liens  set  up  to  defeat  his  claims  upon  hostife  property,  whilst  he  could 
never  entitle  himself  to  any  advantage  from  hostile  liens  upon  neu- 
tnd  property.  This  court,  therefore,  excludes  all  consideration  of 
liens  or  incumbrances  of  this  species.  On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  there  is  no  instance  in  which  the  court  has  recognized  bonds 
of  this  kind  as  titles  of  property,  and  that  they  arc  not  entitled  to  be 
lecognjzcd  as  such  in  the  Prize  Court,  however  much  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  may  be  disposed  to  uphold  them  in  the  other  branch  of  its 
juribdiciion,  when  they  arc  brought  directly  before  it. 
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for  A  run  to  Hall  forfeited  br  leaving  the  ship  in  tho  Ilamber, before  her  arrival  at  the 
port  of  IlnlU  [ahhoQgh  the  port  was  at  the  time  too  full  for  the  ship  to  enter  it.] 
[T^  master  has  no  authority  to  consent  to  discharge  of  seamen  in  opposition  to  the  owncr't 
vill,  known  to  both.] 

This  was  a  suit  for  wages,  on  a  hiring  of  certain  mariners  for  a 
mn  from  the  Downs  to  Hull,  in  which  the  defence  set  up  was  that 
the  mariners  had  quitted  the  vessel  before  the  voyage  speciQed  in  the 
contract  was  completed. 

The  King'*s  Advocate  and  Laurence.     This  is  a  case  of  much  ira-. 
portance  in  principle,  and  particularly  to  the  ship  owners  of  the  port 
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of  Hull.  It  appears  that  these  mariners  were  hired  by  the  master,  in 
the  Downs,  for  the  run  to  Hull,  at  twelve  guineas  per  man,  and  that 
they  were,  in  fact,  only  three 'days  occupied  in  that  navigation. 
When  the  ship  arrived  in  the  Ilumber,  the  port  of  Hull  was  so  full 
that  the  vessel  could  not  enter  immediately,  and  the  master  was 
induced  to  come  to  anchor  in  the  roadstead,  near  the  old  garrison, 
where  these  men  insisted  on  quitting  the  ship,  as  having  completed 
their  voyage.  On  the  contrary,  the  owners  maintain  that  the  mere 
anchoring  in  that  roadstead  is  not  an  arrival  in  the  port  of  Hull; 
that,  in  fact,  vessels  are  often  lost  there  ;  and  that  a  distinction  has 
always  prevailed  in  the  trade  of  Hull,  of  not  paying  wages  until  the 
vessel  is  actually  within  the  port.  Under  the  general  principles  of 
the  maritime  law,  the  legal  consequence  of  desertion,  in  wilfully  quitp 
ting  the  services  of  the  ship  before  her  arrival  in  port,  is  the  forfeiture 

of  wages.     The  existence  and  expediency  of  such  a  law  are 
[*  225  ]  so  generally  recognized,  *that  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  into 

any  argument  on  that  point.  The  case  resolves  itself  rather 
into  two  questions  of  fact :  —  Whether  an  arrival  in  the  Humber,  or 
in  this  roadstead,  more  particularly,  can  be  deemed  in  law  an  arrival 
in  the  port  of  Hull ;  secondly,  whether  these  men  did  not  wilfully  quit 
the  services  of  the  vessel  without  leave,  and  contrary  to  the  express 
notice  given  to  them  by  the  owners.  On  the  first  pointy  it  is  evident,  ea: 
vi  terminiy  that  an  arrival  in  the  Humber  is  not  an  arrival  in  the  port  of 
Hull.  None  of  the  effects  of  arrival  could  be  attributed  to  such  an 
anchoring,  not  in  the  port  of  Hull,  nor  even  in  the  river  of  Hull,  but 
in  the  Humber.  It  is  certified  that  it  would  not  have  been  a  valid 
arrival  for  any  purpose  of  insurance,  and  that  it  was  a  known  prac- 
tice in  the  trade  of  Hull,  not  to  consider  the  arrival  off  this  point  to 
be  an  arrival  in  port.  It  is  also  proved  that  the  owners  warned  the 
mariners  not  to  leave  the  ship;  indeed,  the  mariners  themselves 
offered  to  remit  a  guinea  of  their  wages,  or  to  hire  others,  which  is 
an  admission  that  they  had  not  discharged  the  whole  of  their  duty. 
As  these  facts  are  established  beyond  contradiction,  the  court  will 
perceive  the  importance  of  the  general  principle  to  the  trade  of  Hull, 
and  feel  the  necessity  of  enforcing  the  provisions  of  the  law,  by  pro- 
nouncing that  these  men  have  incurred  the  forfeiture  of  their  whole 
wages. 

On  the  other  side,  Swabey.     The  terms  of  the  agreement  in  this 

case  were  for  a  run  from  the  Downs  to  Hull.     These  men  made  no 

part  of  the  original  crew,  but  were  taken  up  in  the  Downs,  to  supply 

a  mere  occasional  assistance ;  they  were  no  parties  to  the 

[  *  226  ]  ship's  *  articles,   and  though   the  original  crew  might  be 
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oUiged,  by  the  nature  of  their  engagement,  to  assist  in  the  unlivery, 
H  does  not  follow,  nor  does  it  appear  to  be  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  of  their  contract,  that  those  persons,  so  picked  up,  should  be 
detained  for  such  purposes.  They  were  hired  for  a  run  to  Hull ;  and 
it  IB  no  immaterial  circumstance  in  their  favor  that,  on  their  arrival 
10  this  roadstead,  which  is  about  half  a  mile  from  the  port  of  Hull,  the 
master  thought  that  they  were  entitled  to  their  discharge,  and  exerted 
himself  to  procure  their  wages  for  them.  There  was  no  unwilling- 
ness on  their  part  to  have  brought  the  vessel  into  port,  but  the  port 
was  fall,  and  could  not  receive  them.  This  was  a  circumstance 
entirely  out  of  their  contemplation  at  the  time  of  hiring,  and  if  it  can 
be  urged  in  any  degree  as*  sufFicient  to  protract  their  obligation,  it 
might  be  carried  1o  an  extent  of  evident  injustice,  if  it  could  be  sup- 
poeed  that  they  were  bound  to  wait  any  length  of  time  in  attendance 
on  the  vessel,  without  being  entitled  to  additional  remuneration.  The 
act  which  is  imputed  to  them  is  certainly  not  to  be  classed  with  ordi- 
nary cases  of  desertion,  since  they  did  not  quit  the  vessel  without  the 
consent  of  the  master,  and  were  supported  in  their  construction  of  the 
contract  by  him,  who  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  been  unacquainted 
with  the  customs  of  the  port  of  Hull.  It  is  not  such  an  act  as  can 
be  held  to  draw  on  it  the  penalty  of  wilful  desertion.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  terms  of  the  contract  are  to  be  taken  as  fulfilled,  so  as  to 
entitle  these  men  to  their  whole  wages. 

•JlDGMEXT.  [•227] 

Sir  W.  Scott.  In  order  to  maintain  a  claim  of  this  kind, 
a  mariner  must  prove  one  of  two  points,  either  the  performance  of  the 
contract,  or  that  some  circumstance  had  intervened  which  would 
equitably  discharge  him  from  the  obligation  of  the  contract,  and  con- 
tinne  to  him  the  benefit  of  a  legal  and  virtual  performance.  The 
present  contract  was  made  by  the  master,  in  the  Downs,  for  the 
advantage  of  his  owners,  and  if  the  port  of  Hull  had  not  been  men- 
tioned, the  constniction  must,  I  think,  have  been  the  same,  because 
it  is  not  the  Humber,  which  may  in  popular  language  be  sometimes 
called  Hull,  but  the  port  which  is  to  be  understood  as  the  terminus 
ad  quern  of  the  destination,  and  as  the  place  where  the  ship  is  expected 
to  be  moored  in  safety.  If  Hull  only  had  been  described,  I  think  the 
legal  interpretation  must  have  been  the  same.  But  the  terms  of  the 
contract  arc  the  port  of  Hull,  which,  it  is  admitted,  and  indeed  cannot 
be  denie<K  is  not  the  Humber.  For  the  pur{>oses  of  the  customs,  the 
Harober  may,  perhaps,  be  considered  as  the  port  of  Hull,  but  not  for 
other  purposes  connected  with  the  general  interests  of  navigation. 
It  is,  in  fact,  a  place  in  which  the  vessel  would  continue  to  be  very 
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much  exposed  to  all  the  accidents  of  the  voyage;  and,  I  conceive, 
the  fact  may  be  as  it  is  represented,  that  insurers  would  not  be 
released  from  their  engagement  by  such  an  arrival.  Sailors  are  not 
usually  discharged  there  ;  and  it  affords  no  inference  to  the  contrary, 
that  in  this  instance  the  sea  pilot  had  been  discharged,  as  is  not 
unusual  on  entering  a  river,  though  such  entrance  is  no 
[  *  228  ]  termination  of  the  voyage.  That  *  circumstance  would  not 
prove  more  than  that  the  sea  voyage  was  at  an  end,  which 
may  be ;  though,  if  the  port  lies  far  up  the  river,  a  river  pilot  may 
be  still  necessary  for  the  completion  of  the  whole  voyage.  The  obli- 
gation of  mariners  is  for  the  whole  voyage,  in  the  river  as  well  as  at 
sea ;  and  if  the  port  lies  high  up  the  river,*a  very  considerable  portion 
of  their  services  may  remain  to  be  performed  in  the  river.  On  the 
first  point,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  claim  cannot  be  sup- 
ported on  the  mere  legal  grounds  of  the  absolute  conclusion  of  the 
voyage.  Then,  to  support  their  demand,  we  must  resort  to  equitable 
grounds,  and  see  whether  there  were  any  justifying  circumstances 
which  prevented  their  anival,  independent  of  any  failure  in  perform- 
ance of  duty  on  their  part  It  is  said  that  the  master  gave  them  his 
consent,  and,  therefore,  that  this  act  was  not  an  act  of  desertion,  which 
is  described  to  be  the  wilful  quitting  of  the  ship  without  the  consent 
of  the  master.  It  appears,  undoubtedly,  that  the  master  did  consent 
as  far  as  he  could  ;  but  it  appears,  also,  I  think,  that  he  acted  rashly 
in  so  doing ;  and  it  is  to  be  lamented  that  he  has,  perhaps,  been  the 
instrument  of  misleading  these  men.  He  was  unacquainted  with  the 
limits  of  the  port,  and  with  its  customs,  and,  therefore,  he  ought  to 
have  been  very  guarded  in  the  opinion  that  he  expressed.  But  had 
he  any  authority  to  consent,  in  opposition  to  the  declared  will  of  the 
owners?  Certainly  not.  He  was  not  a  person  interested  in  the 
contract,  but  a  mere  agent  for  the  benefit  of  the  owners.  The  owners 
themselves  came  on  board,  and  told  the  mariners  that  they 
[  ^229  ]  had  not  arrived  *in  port,  and  that  they  were  not  to  be  dis- 
charged. The  master  was  but  their  represefttative  in  making 
the  contract,  and  they  had  a  right  to  insist  on  the  full  performance  of 
it.  There  was  a  supersession  of  the  master's  authority,  which,  in 
ordinary  cases,  where  no  owner  appears,  might  be  suflicient ;  but  in 
this  case,  it  would  not  justify  the  mariners  in  opposition  to  the 
owners,  expressing  their  direct  prohibition,  and  standing  on  their 
legal  rights.  This  excuse,  therefore,  will  not  be  sufficient.  The  only 
other  ground  is,  that  the  port  was  so  full  that  the  vessel  could  not 
enter,  though  the  men  were  willing  to  go  in.  That  brings  the  case 
to  this  question,  whether,  if  a  vessel  cannot  enter  at  the  very  moment 
when  she  comes  to  the  port,  the  mariners  ar6  at  liberty  to  say,  <<  Good 
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bye  to  you,  we  are  entitled  to  our  wages."  I  am  of  opinion  that 
fnch  conduct  cannot  be  defended ;  and  that  it  could  not  be,  till  after 
some  time  of  just  expectation  of  the  removal  of  the  difficulty,  that 
tbey  would  be  entitled  to  their  dismissal.  If  a  ship  cannot  get  in, 
ihe  is,  on  that  very  account  more  in  need  of  the  services  of  the  crew. 
If  the  fact  be  as  it  is  stated,  that  the  port  is  too  narrow  to  admit  all 
vessels,  it  may  be,  in  future,  a  fit  foundation  of  a  special  agreement ; 
because,  though  on  one  hand  it  would  be  too  much  to  say,  that  if  the 
ship  cannot  get  in  the  first  day,  the  men  shall  be  discharged ;  yet,  on 
the  other,  it  may  be  attended  with  great  hardship  to  mariners  to  be 
detained,  if  the  impediment  is  likely  to  train  on  for  any  considerable 
length  of  time.  It  might,  therefore,  be  a  fit  subject  of  private 
agreement,  as  to  this  port,  and  others  under  similar  *circum-  [  *230  ] 
ftaxices.  In  this  case  it  appears  that  there  was  no  such 
prospect  of  a  lasting  impediment.  The  ship  did  actually  get  in 
within  a  week ;  and  when  it  is  considered  that  these  men  were  to 
receive  twelve  guineas  each  for  the  run,  which  had  only  taken  up 
four  days,  a  week's  delay  does  not  seem  to  be  too  much  to  fall  under 
the  terms  of  such  wages.  This  i^,  indeed,  in  some  degree  admitted 
by  tht-m.^elves  in  the  offer  which  they  made  of  money  to  procure 
snbstitutes.  On  the  whole  case,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  pronounce 
that  the  vessel  had  not  arrived,  and  that  the  circumstances  stated  are 
not  sutficient  to  justify  the  mariners  in  quitting  the  vessel,  in  direct 
opposition  to  the  will  of  their  employers.  I  will  not  lay  it  down 
indefinitely  that  they  would  be  bound  to  wait  any  length  of  time,  but 
that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  they  should  have  waited 
longer.  I  think  the  legal  case  and  the  e(|uitablc  case  also,  as  far  as  it  is 
affected  by  legal  considerations  only,  is  with  the  owners.  Adverting 
to  the  misapprehension  that  seems  to  have  prevailed  on  this  point, 
tecinfr  that  it  is  a  case  very  different  from  malicious  desertion,  and 
that  the  mariners  might  perhaps  be  misled  by  the  master,  I  would 
vish  to  recommend  their  claim  to  the  liberal  consideration  of  their 
employers.  But  the  sentence  which  I  feel  it  my  duty  to  pronounce 
lAr  that  the  mariners  have  failed  in  their  case,  and  that  they  arc  not 
entitled  to  their  wages. 


VOL.  v.  14 
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[  •  231  ]  •  The  Vreede,  Ohlsen. 

June  12,  1804. 

Farther  proof.    Ealc  as  to  the  nature  of  proof.    Correspondence  irith  the  consignee,  when 

required. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim  on  farther  proof  for  a  parcel  of  goods 
taken  on  a  voyage  from  Amsterdam  to  Bilboa,  and  claimed  by  a 
merchant  at  Embden.  In  objection  to  the  further  proof,  it  had  been 
contended,  that  no  correspondence  had  been  exhibited  with  the  con- 
signee ;  that  where  the  claimant  appeared  to  be  engaged  in  a  trade 
not  connected  w^ith  his  own  port,  in  either  term  of.  it,  he  ought  to 
clear  away  the  suspicion  arising  from  the  increased  improbability  of 
such  a  transaction,  by  showing  the  measures  which  he  had  taken  for 
the  protection  of  his  interests,  in  the  port  of  consignment 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  ScoTf .  The  general  rule  has  been,  that  where  the  ship- 
ment is  from  the  port  of  one  enemy  to  the  port  of  another  enemy, 
a  double  correspondence  should  be  exhibited,  because  there  is  a  dou- 
ble interest  to  be  rebutted ;  where  the  trade  is  from  the  port  of  the 
enemy  to  a  neutral  port,^  the  correspondence  with  the  shipper  is  all 
that  is  usually  required ;  and  I  see  nothing  in  this  case  that  should 
induce  the  court  to  direct  a  stricter  proof  that  is  satisfactory  in  ordi- 
nary cases.  With  regard  to  this  particular  trade,  also,  I  think,  the 
suspicion  is  much  weakened,  by  considering  that  Spain  is  not  a  coun- 
try of  much  shipping,  and,  therefore,  when  the  ordinary  course  of 
supply  is  interrupted  on  the  part  of  the  Dutch,  it  was  not  very  likely 
to  be  taken  up  wholly  by  Spain,  but  might  be  supposed  more  natu- 
rally to  engage  the  attention  of  neutral  merchants. 

Objection  overruled.     Restitution. 


Spain  was  at  the  time  of  this  transaction  a  neutral  state. 
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•  The  Catharina  Elizabeth,  Le  Grange.  [  *  232  ] 

June  12,  1804. 

Resiftanr«  by  an  CDemy-ni aster,  will  not  afiect  the  cargo,  being  the  property  of  a  neutral 

merchant-^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  claim  for  goods,  as  American  property,  on 
board  a  French  vessel,  against  which  it  had  been  contended,  amongst 
other  arguments  on  the  proof  of  property,  that  there  had  been  a 
resirttancc  on  the  part  of  the  master,  that  would  expose  the  whole 
cargo  intrusted  to  his  management  to  condemnation. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  SroTT.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  cannot,  I  think, 
be  taken  to  raise  the  question  respecting  the  rescue.  The  ship  was 
a  French  vesi-el,  and  the  master  a  Frenchman ;  therc^fore,  be  his  con- 
duct what  it  may,  it  would  be  the  conduct  of  an  enemy,  and  not  of 
a  neutral  master.  The  documents  are  in  some  parts  defective,  and 
may  on  that  account  justify  a  call  for  farther  proof;  but  beyond  this, 
thai  there  is  any  ground  for  condemnation  of  the  cargo,  in  the  con- 
duct of  the  master,  cannot  be  maintained.  It  could  only  be  the  hos- 
tile act  of  a  hostile  person,  who  was  prisoner  of  war,  and  who,  unless 
under  parole,  had  a  perfect  right  to  attempt  to  emancipate  himself  by 
seizing  his  own  vessel.  If  a  neutral  master  attempts  a  rescue,  he 
violates  a  duty  which  is  imposed  upon  him  by  the  law  of  nations,  to 
submit  to  come  in  for  inquiry,  as  to  the  property  of  the  ship  or  cargo; 
and  if  he  violates  that  obligation  by  a  recurrence  to  force,  the  conse- 
quenct*  will  undoubtedly  reach  the  property  of  his  owner  ;2  and  it 
would,  I  think,  extend  also  to  the  contiscation  of  the  whole  cargo 
intrusted  to  his  care,  and  thus  fraudulently  attempted  to  be  with- 
drawn from  the  rights  of  war.^  AViih  an  enemy  master,  the 
•ca^e  is  very  ditTerent.  No  duty  is  violated  by  such  an  act  [  *  233  ] 
on  lii-i  pari  —  litpum  auribus  tttuiK  and  if  he  can  withdraw 
himself,  he  has  a  right  so  to  do.  But  a  material  fact  in  this  case  is, 
that  the  mailer  did  not  attempt  to  withdraw  this  property  ;^  he  beized 
ihe  ^hip  i»f  the  captor,  and  not   this  vessel.     The  case  being  clear. 


[I  Til*  Fanny,  1  I)od.  448.]  [«  The  DespaUh,  3  C.  liob.  278  and  note.] 

[3  Tbc  Franklin,  2  Acton,  106.] 
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then,  of  that  question,  as  to  the  rescue,  it  is  merely  a  case  for  farther 
proof,  and  if  the  goods  are  shown  to  be  American  property,  they 
must  be  restored. 


BoEDES  Lust,  Sybrands. 

July  24,  1804.     / 

National  character  of  persons  settled  in  Dcmarara,  daring  British  possession,  as  to  proper^ 
taken  before  the  declaration  of  Dutch  hostilities,  16th  June,  in  1793. 

Tins  was  the  case  of  a  claim  given  for  property  belonging  to  per- 
sons resident  at  Demarara,  on  a  suggestion  that  they  were  at  the 
time  of  seizure,  and  of  adjudication,  not  enemies  of  the  crown  of 
Great  Britain. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kifigfs  Advocate^  Swabey^  and  Par- 
sons. This  property  was  seized  19  May,  1803,  after  the  order  for  the 
detention  and  seizure  of  all  Dutch  property.  It  is  not  averred  on  the 
part  of  the  claimant,  that  he  settled  in  Demarara  during  the  time  of 
British  possession,  so  as  to  bring  him  within  the  range  of  the  principle 
which  the  court  laid  down  in  the  case  of  The  Diana.^  Neither  is  it 
attempted  to  be  shown,  that,  at  the  time  of  capture,  the  claimant  had 
manifested  by  any  overt  act  an  intention  of  quitting  the  colony. 
Much  property  in  the  situation  of  this  claim  has  been  condemned 

since  the  commencement  of  the  war ;  and  it  seems  entirely 
[  *  234  ]  to  have  escaped  the  counsel  and  the  court,  that  there  •was 

any  ground  for  restitution.  Such  a  claim  is  therefore  not 
only  unprecedented,  but  in  opposition  to  the  practice  which  has  pre- 
vailed, from  which  some  inference  at  least  arises  against  the  sound- 
ness of  the  pretensions  on  which  it  is  built.  It  is  now,  however, 
brought  forward  for  solemn  argument  on  this  ground,  that  the  claim- 
ant was  not  an  enemy,  either  at  the  time  of  sailing  or  at  the  time  of 
capture,  or  at  the  time  of  adjudication.  With  regard  to  the  first 
point,  it  is  certainly  not  necessary  that  property,  to  become  good 
prize,  should  be  the  property  of  the  enemy  at  the  time  of  sailing.  If 
so,  every  thing  found  upon  the  seas  at  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities, 

1  Supra  f  page  60. 
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Ihoagh  belonging  to  the  enemy,  would  be  protected.  2dly.  It  is  not 
neces-siiry  that  it  should  be  the  property  of  the  enemy  at  the  time  of 
seizure;  for,  if  so,  no  property  seized  under  embargo  could  be  con- 
demiK'd.  tWly.  It  is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  the  property  of 
the  enemy  at  the  time  of  adjudication ;  because,  if  that  could  be 
maintained,  the  goods  of  all  persons  who  were  enemies  at  the  time 
of  capture,  but  had  bccomti  subjects  by  conquest  before  adjudication, 
must  be  restored,  which  is  contrary  to  the  established  principle  of 
The  Negotie  en  Zeevart,^  The  Danhetar  African,^  and  that  whole 
class  of  case?.  It  is,  however,  of  less  importance  to  dwell  on  this 
point,  since  the  fallacy  of  the  pretension  seems  to  lie  in  confounding 
the  fact,  and  in  considering  the  time  of  detention  only  as  the  time  of 
legal  capture.  On  the  contrary,  the  first  seizure  in  this  instance, 
being  only  provisional,  the  rights  of  war  must  be  taken  to  have  at- 
tached on  the  property,  at  the  moment  of  actual  hostilities 
against  Holland.  The  rights  of  his  Majesty  *  accrued  at  [  *  235  ] 
that  instant,  and  are  not  to  be  divested  by  any  subsequent 
character  which  the  claimant  may  acquire.  If  the  original  detention 
had  been  merely  accidental,  and  not  arising  out  of  any  prospect  of 
war,  this  change  of  character  would  have  ensued  as  a  necessary  con- 
sequence of  law.  In  the  |)rescnt  ease,  this  conversion  is  more  imme- 
diately pointed  out  by  the  <lirectiuns  given  by  the  crown  for  the  seiz- 
ure. The  first  possession  was  of  a  liostiU»  nature,  and  if  the  right 
uf  prop*Tty  remained  in  any  manner  in  ambiguity,  till  the  declaration 
of  hostiliiics,  at  that  instant  the  right  of  thcj  crown  attached  upon  it, 
as  upon  the  property  of  an  enemy,  and  could  not  be  divested  by  the 
intervention  of  any  change  of  character  tiiat  might  take  place  pre- 
vious to  adjudication,  (^n  this  principle,  the  cases  of  The  Xegotie  en 
Zeevart,  and  The  Danhetar  African,  are  precisely  in  point.  The  lat- 
ter was  still  stronger,  since  in  that  case  tlie  capture  was  not  made  till 
after  tlie  proprietor  had  become  a  liritish  subject  by  capitulation. 

On  the  other  side,  Aniohf,  Laurence,  and  Robi/isofi,  The  plea  on 
the  part  of  the  claimant  is,  that  imder  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  he  is  entitlecl  to  restitution.  It  may  not  be  improper  to  state 
brictly,  therefore,  what  tlu*  situation  of  the  claimant  was,  previous  to 
the  actual  seizure,  and  what  it  is  at  this  present  time  of  adjudication. 
It  a|)[>cars  that  till  December,  ISO*),  the  inhabitants  of  Demerara  had 
continued  British  subj(*ets,  as  the  colony  had  not  been  before  that 
time  surrendered  to  the  Dutch  under  the  treaty  of  Amiens.     The 
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property  in  question  was  shipped  in  January  and  February,  1804, 
and  was  the  produce  of  the  cultivation  of  the  island  during  the  time 
of  British  possession.  The  ship  sailed  in  March,  and  waa 
[  *  236  ]  captured  on  the  *  19tli  of  May,  a  month  before  the  declara- 
tion of  war  against  Holland.  The  property  was  neutral  at 
the  time  of  sailing,  and  it  would  have  continued  neutral,  if  it  had 
gone  on  to  the  place  of  its  destination.  At  this  present  moment  of 
adjudication,  the  claimants  are  become  British  subjects.  At  all  the 
periods,  therefore,  to  which  the  averment  of  property  is  required  to  point, 
in  the  affidavit  of  claim,  and  in  the  test  affidavit,  the  claimant  may 
conscientiously  aver,  "  that  it  was  his  property  at  the  time  of  sailing 
and  seizure,  that  it  would  have  been  his  property  if  it  had  arrived  and 
been  delivered  at  the  place  of  destination,  that  it  now  is  his  property, 
and  that  it  did  not,  at  any  of  those  times,  belong  to  enemies  of  the 
crown  of  Great  Britain,  or  to  persons  inhabiting  within  the  territories 
of  the  enemy."  But  the  effect  of  this  averment  is  endeavored  to  be 
avoided,  by  substituting  in  the  place  of  the  actual  seizure  another 
point  of  time  as  the  time  of  capture,  namely,  the  moment  of  the 
declaration  of  hostilities.  But  how  does  this  consist  with  the  gene- 
ral understanding  of  the  practice  of  the  court  ?  It  can  hardly  be 
doubted,  that  in  the  test  affidavit,  before  alluded  to,  the  obvious  mean- 
ing  of  the  terms  is  the  sense  in  which  they  are  to  be  understood. 
The  averment  of  property,  as  there  introduced,  is  intended  principally 
to  negative  the  supposition  of  fraud  or  collusive  transfer,  subsequent 
to  the  sailing;  it  is  meant  to  cover  the  period  of  the  voyage,  and 
therefore,  in  that  instrument,  at  least,  the  time  of  capture  is  to  be 
taken  simply  as  the  time  of  actual  seizure,  and  not  constructively, 
and  with  reference  to  proceedings  in  this  court,  or  other  subsequent 
events.  It  may  be  said,  that  that  instrument  is  formed  principally 
with  a  view  to  captures  in  a  state  of  actual  war,  and  there- 
[  *237  ]  fore  •that  it  will  not  apply  to  illustrate  a  question  arising 
under  embargo.  But  the  opinion  of  the  court  has  been 
already  expressed  against  the  sufficiency  of  such  a  constructive  mean- 
ing. Under  the  old  practice,  the  form  of  condemnation  ran  "  as  ene- 
my's property  at  the  time  of  seizure  and  adjudication."  During  the 
last  war,  when  it  became  necessary  to  apply  the  form  to  property  seized 
under  embargo,  the  court  thinking  that  the  old  form  did  not  properly 
apply,  and  that  the  terms  "  enemy's  property  at  the  time  of  seizure," 
could  not  be  predicated  of  it  in  virtue  of  the  declaration  of  hostili- 
ties that  afterwards  took  place,  directed  the  form  to  be  altered  to  « the 
property  of  persons  now  become  enemies,"  &c.  This  circumstance 
shows,  at  least,  that  it  was  thought  desirable  that  it  should  appear  on 
the  records  of  the  court,  that  at  one  of  these  periods,  according  to 
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their  obvious  meaning,  the  property  was  the  property  of  an  enemy. 
Indeed,  the  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  the  other  side  seems  to  lie  in 
arguing,  that  because  neither  period  is  separately  necessary,  therefore 
no  one  of  them  is  necessary.     But  suppose  the  same  reasoning  should 
be  carried  on  to  all  other  times,  precedent  and  subsequent,  then  the 
argument  would  be,  that  because  it  could  not  be  said  to  be  necessary 
to  be  shown  that  it  was  the  property  of  an  enemy  at  any  one  precise 
moment,  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  that  it  should  have  been  so 
at  any  time  whatever.     On  the  contrary,  it  seems  to  have  been  thought 
snlDcient  hitherto  in  the  administration  of  prize  law,  to  give  the  cap- 
tors the  chances  of  the  tables,  as  it  may  be  called,  so  that  if  at  one 
of  several  times,  the  property  can  be  shown  to  belong  to  the 
enemy,  it  would  be  sufiicient ;  but  so  much  has  always  *  been  [  *  238  ] 
required,  and  no  case  can  be  produced  in  which  condemna- 
tion has  passed  otherwise.     The  cases  that  have  been  cited  by  no 
means  contradict  this  assertion.     In  The  Negotie  en  Zeevart,  the  de- 
claration of  hostilities  had  been  previous  to  the  sailing  of  the  vessel, 
and  the  principle  decided  was,  that  the  impression  of  enemy's  cha- 
racter could  not  be  removed  i/i  transitu,  not  even  by  an  intermediate 
capitulation.     In  this  case,  up  to  the  moment  when  the  vessel  was 
seized,  there  had  been  no  enemy's  character  imposed,  and  if  at  that 
moment  the  case  had  been  brought  to  adjudication,  on  what  principle 
could  it  have  been  denied  that  the  claimant  would  have  been  entitled 
to  restitution.     The  Negotie  en  Zeevart,  therefore,  stood  on  a  principle 
which  is  not  raised  by  the  facts  of  this  ease.     The  Danhetar  African 
stood   upon  the  same  ground,  supported  by  the  particular  circum- 
stances preceding  the  late  hostilities  with  Holland.       The  state  of 
Holland  was  pronounced  to  have  been  hostile  at  the  time  of  sailing. 
May,  1795,  and  the  ex|)ress  words  of  the  sentence  were,  that  the  sub- 
sequent declaration  of  hostilities,  in   September,  179o,  as  applied  to 
the  ambiguous  state  of  aifairs  for  several  months  preceding,  must  be 
construed  to  have  a  retroactive  operation.      This  construction  was, 
indeed,  justly  raised  by  the  words  of  the  declaration  of  hostilities, 
which  began  by  reciting, "  that  whereas,  for  several  months,  the  French 
have  been  in  posses^sion  of   Holland.**  <S:c.     Here  no  such  state  of 
ambiguity  had  preceded.     The  relation  of  the  two  countries  was  a 
state  of  clear  amity  till  the  10th  of  June.     In  such  a  case,  the  equity 
of  interpretation  requires  that  whatever  force  is  given  to  the  interven- 
tion of  temporary  hostilities,  not  less  etlect  should  be  ascribed 
to  the  state  of  amity  intervening  '  also  before  adjudication,  [  *  239  ] 
to  rehabilitate  and  restore  the  claimant  to  his  former  friendly 
character ;  and  so  material  is  this  distinction  against  the  application 
of  the  authority  of  The  Danquebar  Africaine,  that  it  turns  the  case 
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in  favor  of  the  present  claim,  as  applied  u>  the  circamstances  on  which 
it  irf  founded.  Because,  in  the  subsequent  case  of  The  Herstelder,^ 
when  the  court  came  again  to  advert  to  the  circumstances  of  The 
Danhetar  African,  it  observed,  ••  that,  in  that  case,  the  ship  sailed 
before  hostilities,  and  if  the  state  of  Holland  had  been  in  a  clear  and 
decided  character  of  amity  towards  great  Britain,  I  should  have  held 
that  the  party  would  have  been  entitled  to  restitution,  and  to  the 
benefit  of  the  principle,  that  the  national  character  cannot  be  changed 
in  transitu.'^  That  is,  therefore,  a  direct  declaration  in  favor  of  this 
claim,  that  the  claimant,  being  clearly  in  amity  at  the  time  of  sailing, 
not  hostile  at  seizure,  and  not  debarred  from  receiving  restitution  by 
the  character  of  enemy  at  the  time  of  adjudication,  may  be  consi- 
dered as  a  person  entitled  to  restitution.  The  whole  of  the  argument 
on  the  other  side  depends  on  fixing  upon  one  intervening  circumstancCi 
which,  it  is  insisted,  must  apply  prospectively  as  well  as  retrospect- 
ively to  defeat  every  other  consideration.  Because  hostilities  have 
intervened,  it  is  contended,  that  a  right  of  war  has  attached,  which 
cannot  afterwards  be  divested.  But  surely  the  equity  of  the  principle 
requires,  that  if  the  intervention  of  hostilities  between  actual  seizure 
and  adjudication,  can  convert  the  character  of  the  property,  so  as  to 
render  it  liable  to  be  considered  as  hostile  property,  the  return  of  cha- 
racter to  its  neutral  state,  recurring  also  on  the  same  intermediate 

period,  should  have  the  effect  of  rehabilitation,  and  revest 
[  *240  ]  the  title  of  property  *  and  the  capacity  to  receive  restitution, 

which  had  been  ousted  only  by  construction  and  by  antici- 
pation of  the  rights  of  war.  Such  a  latitude  may  well  be  allowed 
till  the  sentence  of  adjudication  has  found  the  fact,  and  decided  the 
character  in  which  the  claimant  is  to  be  considered.  Till  that  is  done, 
all  the  proceedings  arc  inchoate  only,  and  if  the  fact  fails  which  they 
tend  to  establish,  they  can  have  no  effect  to  control  the  change  of  cir- 
cumstances, and  prevent  the  court  from  deciding  upon  them  as  they 
stand  in  evidence  at  the  time  of  adjudication.  But  farther,  the  whole 
argument  on  the  side  of  the  captors  is  built  on  construction,  which,  if 
it  is  admitted  as  to  the  point  of  time,  why  may  it  not  be  extended  to 
the  consideration  of  character  also,  and  entitle  the  claimant  to  the 
benefit  of  all  that  constructive  reasoning  on  which  the  principle  of 
postliminary  restitution  is  founded  ?  The  inhabitants  of  Demarara 
may  well  claim  the  liberty  of  appealing  from  their  political  denomi- 
nation  at  the  time  of  capture,  to  their  intention  of  removing  them- 
selves from  the  situation  of  enemies,  and  of  again  incorporating 
themselves  with  Great  Britain.     This  has  been  allowed  to  individuals 

1  Vol.  i.  p.  113. 
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in  the  case  of  Mr.  Curtissos  *  and  others,  who  have  been  in  the 
country  of  the  enemy  at  the  time  of  capture.     In  those  cases  it  may 
be  «aid,  that  some  overt  act  of  removal  has  been  required.     That,  in- 
deed, can  hardly  happen  in  a  case  of  a  colony;  but  it  is  immaterial 
M  long  as  such  an  intention  can  be  shown  to  be  so  connected  with 
the  contingency  of  war,  as  to  have  followed  as  a  necessary  conse- 
qaencc  on  that  event.     The  situation  and  conduct  of  the  inhabitants 
of  Demarara  may  well  support  such  a  conclusion.     In  gene- 
ral •  descriptions  of  that  settlement,  it  appears  that  the  prin-  [  *  241  ] 
cipal  plantations  were,  previous  to  the  last  war,  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  British  planters  from  the  other  British  islands.     During  a  con- 
siderable part  of  the  last  war  they  were  identified  with  the  British 
empire,  and  may  be  supposed  to  have  acquired  affections,  connections, 
tnd  habits,  which  would  lead  them  to  put  themselves  again  under 
the  dominion  of.  this  country.     These  presumptions  would  indeed  be 
nothinff,  without  the  fact  'tself.     But  the  event  proved  them  reasona- 
Wf,  and  may  be  justly  put  in  comparison  with  any  overt  act,  that  can 
be  m|nired  or  proved  on  the  ,  part  of   individuals.     The  war  was 
soartely  known  there  till  the  middle  of  August;  so  soon  as  the  19th 
of  September,  without  the  interposition  of  any  force,  the  island  vol- 
on*:irily  surrendered  to  this  countrv,  and   the   inhabitants  became 
aiTiin  British  subjects.     On  these  grounds  alone,  it  might  not  be  too 
nii:t  h  to  contend,  that  the  claimants  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
P<>?:*in»inary  principle.      On  the  whole  case  it  is   submitted,  that 
ejii.f  r  i/j»-  ordinary  teclinical  description  of  neutral  character,  or  the 
parrifUiar  claim  springing  from  the  relation  which  the  claimants  bear 
to  Tn:-  country,  as  redintegrated  British  subjects,  might  be  sufficient 
to  yipiKin   the   restitution  of  this  property.     But  the  force  of  the 
prti'-n-Miiii:*   of  the  claim  will  be  materially  increased,  if  it  is  eonsi- 
"''•'i  on  ihe^e  grounds  jointly,  that  the  person  before  the  court  has 
co::i|.ii..,j  with    all  the  terms  usually  required  of  claimants  to  show 
thr::.-#-lv..s  ciualilicd  to  restitution,  both  at  the  time  of  seizure  and 
.^  jj»«'ati€>ii ;   that  th«*y  are.  moreover,  persons  who  were,  almost  to 
ih^  '^•-  "f  capture,  British  subjects,  exporting  the  produce  of  British 
^*.:..:iti€Mi,  and  landing  here  at  the  time  of  adjudication, 
•i^'V^T*    """P"!  ^>*  ^*»^'»r  «wn  voluntary  act,  upon  the  first  [*  212] 
io>tilitK.<,  to  their  connection  with  the  l^ritish  empire. 

.y  \'  .r,^'*"''  -  ^^\^  *'"^'-^  Aflrocatr,  Simhcf/,  and  Parsons.     The  affidavit 
•  -Aim    IS  i„;^,Kliia.d  only  to  defeat  fraudulent  transfers;  all  the 
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periods  therein  stated  may  be  safely  predicated,  in  many  instances, 
in  which,  notwithstanding,  the  property  will  be  liable  to  condemna- 
tion. Even  of  these  periods  there  is  one,  at  which  the  character  of 
enemy  most  unquestionably  attached ;  namely,  at  the  time  of  insti- 
tuting proceedings  by  taking  out  the  monition.  That  act  is  the 
foundation  of  the  whole  inquiry.  The  evidence  introduced  to  sup- 
port the  proceedings  relates  to  the  state  of  things,  at  that  time,  and 
previous  ;  and  to  that  time  must  be  referred  the  retrospective  opera- 
tion of  the  sentence,  which  afterwards  passes.  This  would  be  the 
legal  view  in  which  the  effect  of  a  condemnation  must  be  considered, 
if  such  a  sentence  were  necessary  to  vest  the  right,  but  it  cannot  be 
so  held ;  a  sentence  of  condemnation  is  a  measure  of  convenience, 
declaratory  of  the  fact,  but  not  essential  to  convert  the  right  of  pro- 
perty, which  accrues  to  the  king,  jure  belli,  at  the  instant  of  capture. 
Something  has  been  thrown  out,  as  if,  at  the  time  of  capture,  this 
property  might  have  been  restored ;  but,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  that 
the  order  for  the  seizure  of  Dutch  property,  issued  May  the  16th,  at 
the  same  time  with  the  declaration  of  war  against  France.  After 
that  order,  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  officer  of  the  crown, 
in  this  court,  to  have  resisted  restitution,  until  the  conduct  of  Hoi- ' 

land,  and  her  disposition,  or  power  to  maintain  the  relations 
[  *  243  ]  of  amity  with  this  country,  during  the  war  with  *  France, 

should  be  more  fully  ascertained,  and  till  farther  directions 
of  the  crown  on  that  point  should  be  received.  During  the  uncertain 
state  of  affairs  between  this  country  and  Holland,  the  first  order  for 
seizure  was  provisionally  of  a  hostile  nature ;  and,  therefore,  after  all 
that  has  been  said  of  the  terms  of  the  sentence,  there  would  be  no 
impropriety  if  the  old  form  was  retained,  and  if  this  property  was 
described  as  the  property  of  the  enemy  at  the  time  of  seizure.  But 
all  the  argument,  from  the  form  of  sentence,  shows  only,  that  the 
court  is  not  bound  down  by  any  particular  form,  but*  that  it  adapts 
the  sentence  to  the  state  of  facts,  as  in  the  cases  of  the  late  war,  the 
sentence  was  altered,  "  to  the  property  of  persons  now  become  ene- 
mies, &c."  The  substantial  ground  of  inquiry  is,  whether  there  was 
not  such  a  hostile  character  in  the  first  seizure,  and  confirmed  by  the 
declaration  of  hostilities,  as  would  vest  the  right  in  the  king,  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  these  proceedings.  At  that  moment 
there  could  have  been  no  question  as  to  the  condemnation.  The 
claimant  could  have  had  no  persona  standi  before  the  court,  and  the 
property  must  have  been  condemned.  Since  that  time  the  proceed- 
ings have  been  deferred,  to  give  all  parties  an  opportunity  of  being 
heard ;  but  it  would  be  very  unreasonable  that  the  right  of  action 
should,  owing  to  that  indulgence,  be  altered  by  the  intervention  "of 
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subsequent  events.  To  one  question,  which  has  been  mooted  in 
argument,  whether,  in  the  case  of  a  seizure  before  hostilities,  in 
which  no  proceedings  may  be  supposed  to  have  taken  place  during 
the  war,  the  court  would  proceed  after  the  return  of  peace.  The 
(vactice  of  the  court  will  afibrd  an  answer ;  for  in  some  of 
the  •  cases  seized  before  the  late  war  with  Holland,  and  [  *  244  ] 
suspended  by  accident  during  the  war,  the  court  has  granted 
its  monition,  and  permitted  proceedings  to  be  instituted  and  prose- 
cuted to  condemnation  since  the  return  of  peace.  As  to  the  cases 
which  have  been  commented  upon,  it  is  impossible  to  distinguish 
them,  but  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  present  claim.  They  are 
stronger  in  regard  to  time.  The  Herstelder  was  taken  before  hostili- 
ties, but  after  a  special  invitation  to  all  subjects  of  Holland,  which 
has  not  taken  place  here.  The  dictum  in  the  Herstelder  was  spoken 
of  The  Dankebar,  which  was  not  captured  till  after  the  claimant  had 
become  a  British  subject;  yet  in  that  case  also,  it  was  held,  that  the 
character  could  not  be  changed  in  transitu. 

Judgment. 
Sir  William  Scott.  This  case  comes  on  upon  the  claims  of  per- 
sons resident  in  Demarara,  before  the  war,  and  at  the  time  of  capture, 
and  I  cannot  but  say,  that  I  am  glad  that  the  question  has  been 
raised,  since  it  may  have  the  efl'ect  of  [)utting  an  end  to  much  uncer- 
tainty on  the  part  of  persons  who,  on  various  grounds,  may  think 
themselves  entitled  to  more  favorable  considerations  than  the  rules  of 
law  prescribe  for  ordinary  cases.  The  claim  is  given  for  several  per- 
sons as  inhabitants  of  Demarara,  not  settling  there  during  the  time 
of  British  possession,  nor  averring  an  intention  of  retiring  when  that 
possession  ceased.  They  are,  therefore,  to  be  treated  under  this 
general  view,  as  Dutch  subjects,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  there  are 
any  other  circumstances  by  which  they  are  protected.  It  is 
oonteiided  that  there  are  such  circumstances,  and  *  that  they  [  *  245  ] 
are  these  :  That  the  property  was  taken  in  a  state  of  peace, 
and  that  the  proprietors  are  now  become  British  subjects,  and  con- 
sequently that  this  property  could  not  be  considered  as  the  property 
of  an  enemy,  either  at  the  time  of  capture  or  adjudication.  Now, 
with  respect  to  the  first  of  these  pleas,  it  must  be  admitted,  that 
alone  would  not  protect  them,  because  the  court  has,  without  any 
exception,  condemned  all  other  property  of  Dutchmen  taken  before 
the  war.  And  upon  what  ground?  That  the  declaration  had  a 
retroactive  effect,  applying  to  all  property  previously  detained,  and 
leadering  it  liable  to  be  considered  as  the  property  of  enemies  taken 
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in  time  of  war.^  This  property  was  seized  provisionally,  an  act 
itself  hostile  enough  in  the  mere  execution,  but  equivocal  as  to  the 
effect,  and  liable  to  be  varied  by  subsequent  events,  and  by  the  con- 
duct of  the  government  of  Holland.  If  that  conduct  had  been  such 
as  to  reestablish  the  relations  of  peace,  then  the  seizure,  although 
made  with  the  character  of  a  hostile  seizure,  would  have  proved  in 
the  event  a  mere  embargo,  or  temporary  sequestration.  The  property 
would  have  been  restored,  as  it  is  usual,  at  the  conclusion  of  embar- 
goes ;  a  process  often  resorted  to  in  the  practice  of  nations,  for  vari- 
ous causes  not  immediately  connected  with  any  expectations  of 
hostility.  During  the  period  that  this  embargo  lasted,  it  is  said,  that 
the  court  might  have  restored,  but  I  cannot  assent  to  that  observa- 
tion ;  because,  on  due  notice  of  embargoes,  this  court  is  bound  to 
enforce  them.  It  would  be  a  high  misprision,  in  this  court,  to  break 
them,  by  re-delivery  of  possession  to  the  foreign  owner  of  that  pro- 
perty, which  the  crown  had  directed  to  be  seized  and  de- 
[  *  246  ]  tained  for  farther  *  orders.  The  court,  acting  in  pursuance 
of  the  general  orders  of  the  state,  and  bound  by  those  gen- 
eral orders,  would  be  guilty  of  no  denial  of  justice,  in  refusing  to  de- 
cree restitution  in  such  a  case,  for  it  has  not  the  power  to  restore.  Its 
functions  are  suspended  by  a  binding  authority,  and  if  any  injustice 
is  done,  that  is  an  account  to  be  settled  between  the  states.  The 
court  has  no  responsibility,  for  it  has  no  ability  to  act 

This  was  the  state  of  the  first  seizure.  It  was  at  first  equivocal ; 
and  if  the  matter  in  dispute  had  terminated  in  reconciliation,  the 
seizure  would  have  been  converted  into  a  mere  civil  embargo,  so  ter- 
minated. That  would  have  been  the  retroactive  effect  of  that  course 
of  circumstances.  On  the  contrary,  if  the  transactions  end  in  hos- 
tility, the  retroactive  effect  is  directly  the  other  way.  It  impresses 
the  direct  hostile  character  upon  the  original  seizure.  It  is  declared 
to  be  no  embargo ;  it  is  no  longer  an  equivocal  act,  subject  to  two 
interpretations ;  there  is  a  declaration  of  the  animus^  by  which  it  was 
done,  that  it  was  done  hostili  animoj  and  is  to  be  considered  as  an  hostile 
measure  ab  initio.  The  property  taken  is  liable  to  be  used  as  the 
property  of  persons,  trespassers  ab  initio^  and  guilty  of  injuries,  which 
they  have  refused  to  redeem  by  any  amicable  alteration  of  their  mea- 
sures. This  is  the  necessary  course,  if  no  particular  compact  inter- 
venes for  the  restitution  of  such  property  taken  before  a  formal 
declaration  of  hostilities.     No  such  convention  is  set  up  on  either 


I  [The  GertruTda,  2  C  Rob.  211.1 
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side,  and  the  State,  by  directing  proceedings  against  this  property  for 
condemnation,  has  signified  a  contrary  intention.     Accordingly,  the 
general  mass  of  Dutch  property  has  been  condemned  on  this 
retroactive  effect ;  and  this  •  property  stands  upon  the  same  [  ^247  ] 
footing  as  to  the  seizure,  for  it  was  seized  at  the  same  time, 
and  with  the  same  intent.     There  is  no  ground  of  distinguishing  the 
time  of  seizure,  between  these  claims  and  former  cases  of  a  similar 
nature ;  it  was  a  provisional  seizure  in  all,  declared  to  be  hostile  by 
subsequent  events,  acting  in  a  reflex  manner  upon  all  the  property 
then  Fcized,  and  declaring  it  to  be  all  enemy's  property,  unless  some 
circumstances  can  be  shown  to  take  these  particular  claims  out  of 
the  common  openition. 

At  the  time  of  the  declaration  of  hostilities,  then,  this  property 
stood  exactly  on  tlie  common  footing;  and  the  result  of  any  proceed- 
ing then  pronounced  mubt  have  been  a  sentence  of  condemnation. 
It  lay  open  to  the  same  legal  conclusion  at  that  time,  but  the  settle- 
ment has  since  surrendered  to  the  British  arms,  and  the  parties  are 
become  British  subjects ;  and  this,  it  is  said,  takes  off  the  hostile 
effect,  although  it  might  have  attached.  This  argument,  to  be  effect- 
ive, must  be  put  in  one  of  these  two  ways,  either  that  the  condem- 
nation pronounced  upon  Dutch  property  went  upon  the  ground  that, 
though  seized  in  time  of  neutrality,  it  could  not  be  restored  only, 
because  the  parties  were  not  now  in  a  condition  to  receive  it;  or  else 
that,  though  seized  at  a  time  that  may  to  some  effects  be  considered 
as  time  of  war,  yet  the  subjects,  having  become  friends,  are  entitled 
to  restitution.  This  lattcT  position  cannot  be  maintained  for  a  mo- 
ment. It  is  contradicted  by  all  experience  and  practice,  even  in  the 
case  of  those  who  had  an  original  British  character.  In  the  case  of 
Mr.  Whitehill,  who  had  but  just  set  his  foot  on  the  colony  of  an 
enemy  for  a  few  hours,  but  was  proved  to  have  gone  there 
for  the  purpose  of  settling,  '  his  property  was  condemned,  [  *  248  J 
although,  at  the  time  of  adjudication,  he  was  again  become 
a  British  subject  by  the  surrender  of  St.  Eustatius  to  the  British 
forces;  and  where  pro|>erty  is  taken  in  a  state  of  hostility,  the  uni- 
versal practici*  has  ever  been  to  hold  it  subject  to  condemnation, 
sltbough  the  claimants  may  have  become  friends  and  subjects  prior 
to  the  adjudication.  The  plea  of  having  again  become  Briti>h  sub- 
jects, therefon*,  will  not  relieve  them,  and  the  other  ground  must  be 
resorted  to.  That  is  equally  untenable  in  point  of  fact ;  for  the  con- 
demnation of  the  other  Dutch  property  proceeded  on  no  such  ground 
as  the  mere  inaipacity  of  tlu!  i)roprietor3  to  receive  restitution.  It 
proceeded  on  the  other  ground,  which  I  have  before  mentioned,  the 
retroactive  effect  of  the  declaration,  which  rendered  their  property 
VOL.   V.  15 
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liable  to  be  treated  as  the  property  of  enemies  at  the  time  of  seizure. 
The  reasonings  of  the  court  have  been  founded  upon  that  principle. 
Property  is,  indeed,  frequently  condemned  upon  the  other  ground  of 
incapacity  to  claim,  where  it  is  accidentally  found  in  British  pos- 
session, before  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities  ;  but  where  it  is  seized 
by  an  order  of  state,  acting  provisionally  in  contemplation  of  hosti* 
lities,  the  declaration  produces  something  more  than  a  prospective, 
future,  personal  incapacity  to  claim.  It  decides  upon  the  character 
of  the  property  already  seized,  and  on  the  nature  and  quality  of  the 
seizure.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  when  it  is  assumed  that  the 
capture  is  legally  to  be  considered  as  made  in  time  of  peace,  the 
argument  legally  fails,  because,  in  all  legal  view  of  the  matter,  it  is 
taken  in  hostility;  it  is  rendered  enemy's  property  at  the 
[  •  249  ]  time  of  seizure,  by  *  the  necessary  and  general  retroaction 
of  the  subsequent  declaration  of  hostilities.  The  whole 
foundation  of  the  argument,  therefore,  is  defective  in  the  fact.  We 
distinguish,  it  is  true,  as  between  the  different  interests  to  which  such 
prize  enures,  whether  it  is  taken  before  or  after  the  declaration.  That 
is  a  matter  of  subsequent  and  domestic  regulation,  but  not  influencing 
the  general  question  of  prize.  If  I  am  right  in  this  opinion,  it  is 
quite  unnecessary  to  discuss  many  questions  which  have  entered  into 
the  debate.  Whether  the  description  of  property  comes  within  the 
periods  of  the  test  affidavit  or  not,  will  be  perfectly  immaterial 
Nothing  is  more  clear  to  my  apprehension,  than  that  the  reference  to 
those  periods  is  not  prescribed  as  the  constituent  and  the  distinguish- 
ing qualification  of  property,  but  merely  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing a  clearer  view  ojf  the  general  facts  respecting  that  property.  For 
instance,  as  to  the  first  periods,  the  time  of  shipment ;  nobody  can 
suppose  that  the  time  of  shipment  can  be  there  introduced  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  of  bringing  out  the  whole  detail  of  facts,  it 
being  perfectly  clear  that  it  is  in  no  degree  necessary,  that  it  should 
be  enemy's  property  at  the  time  of  shipment,  to  subject  it  to  condem- 
nation. It  is  equally  immaterial  to  look  to  the  style  of  the  sentence, 
for  that  has  accommodated  itself,  according  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  to  correspond  with  the  facts.  The  court  is  under  no  necessity 
of  referring  to  any  period  of  time,  in  the  descriptive  language  apply- 
ing to  the  property  or  to  the  parties.  If  the  court  is  legally  satisfied 
that  it  is  liable  to  be  condemned  as  enemy's  property,  there 
[  •250  ]  is  no  occasion  to  express,  in  the  construction  •of  the  sen- 
tence, the  particular  time  at  which  the  liability  attached. 
With  as  little  effect  can  it  be  contended,  that  a  postliminium  can 
be  attributed  to  these  parties.  Here  is  no  return  to  the  original 
character,  on  which  only  a  jus  posiliminii  can  be  raised.     The  ori- 
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ginal  character,  at  the  time  of  seizure,  and  Immediately  prior  to  the 
hostility  which  has  intervened,  was  Dutch.  The  present  character, 
which  the  events  of  war  have  produced,  is  that  of  British  subjects; 
and  though  the  British  subject  might,  under  circumstances,  acquire 
the  jus  postliminii  upon  the  resumption  of  his  native  character,  it 
never  can  be  considered  that  the  same  privilege  accrues  upon  the 
acquisition  of  a  character  totally  new  and  foreign.  As  to  more  popu- 
lar topics  to  which  recourse  has  been  had,  I  shall  leave  them  to  their 
operation  in  that  quarter  where  only  they  can  have  a  proper  effect 
It  is  my  duty,  in  the  present  case,  to  apply  the  principles  of  a  law 
not  very  lenient.  How  far  it  may  be  proper  to  relax  the  rigor  of  such 
au  application,  will  be  best  considered  by  those  who  have  more  lati- 
tude of  judgment,  as  well  as  a  wider  sphere  of  political  infonnation 
and  knowledge.  It  may  be  fit,  in  that  ultimate  and  superior  conside- 
ration, to  refer  still  farther  back  to  the  former  condition  of  the  claim- 
ants, as  British  subjects,  during  a  considerable  period  of  the  late  war, 
and  down  to  a  time  but  shortly  antecedent  to  the  shipment  of  these 
goods.  It  may  be  fit  to  look  to  the  affections  and  dispositions  of  the 
colony ;  though  every  surrender  of  war  must  be  legally  considered  as 
the  effect  of  mere  force.  It  may  be  (it  to  consider  that  the 
property  belongs  to  those  who  are  now  entitled  *  to  the  cha-  [  *  251  ] 
racter  of  British  subjects.  These  considerations  may  have 
their  separate,  or  their  united  influence  upon  that  ultimate  judgment 
to  which  the  law  refers  the  disposal  of  property  captured  prior  to  hos- 
tilities. They  could  only  mislead  me  from  the  execution  of  my  duty, 
which  is  simply  to  pronounce  that  the  property,  at. the  time  of  the 
capture,  belonged  to  subjects  of  the  Batavian  republic,  and  is,  as 
such  or  otherwise,  liable  to  confiscation. 


The  Abbv,  Murchy. 

July  26,  1804. 

Trade  with  the  enemy,  on  an  adventure  originating  before  the  war.  but  not  stopped  on  notice 
of  hostiIiiit!>.  Imputation  removed  l»y  the  j.ortus  ad  quan  becoming  Briti>h  before  the 
urrirml  of  the  vessel.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  belonging  to  Mr.  Dawson,  a  British 


>  [Sailing  with  intent  to  break  a  blockade  is  punned  by  raising  the  blockade  before 
ca{ium.    6  C.  Bob.  254 ;  The  Lisctte,  6  C.  Rob.  337.] 
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subject,  that  had  sailed  from  Liverpool  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  on  the 
11th  September,  1795,  with  an  ulterior  destination  to  the  island  of 
Demarara.  On  the  voyage  to  the  West  Indies,  she  was  captured 
and  carried  into  Martinique,  and  proceeded  against,  first  in  the  Prize 
Court,  but  afterwards,  by  libel,  in  the  Revenue  Court  of  Admiralty, 
for  a  violation  of  the  navigation  laws.  On  this  proceeding,  the  ves- 
sel was  condemned.  On  appeal,  it  was  found  that  the  Vice- Admi- 
ralty Court  of  Martinique  had  no  jurisdiction  over  an  offence  com- 
mitted in  violation  of  the  revenue  laws,  in  another  island.  But  at 
the  time  when  the  cause  would  have  been  remitted  to  await  the  issue 
of  the  prize  proceedings  that  had  been  instituted,  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court  of  Martinique  was  abolished.  The  cause  was  now  brought  to 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  on  a  suggestion  that  the  ship  was  sub- 
ject to  condemnation  in  the  Prize  Court,  as  a  British  ship  taken  in  a 
trade  with  the  colony  of  the  enemy. 

[  *  252  ]  *  On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  contended  —  That 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction ;  that  the  prize  suit  had  been 
instituted  and  abandoned,  and,  therefore,  that  it  was  on  that  point  a  res 
adjudicata;  that  as  to  the  revenue  suit,  that  had  been  pronounced  a 
nullity,  and,  therefore,  if  it  was  taken  up  again,  it  must  commence  de 
novo^  as  an  original  suit ;  whereas,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty,  as  to  the  offences  against  the  revenue  laws  in  the  West 
Indies,  was  only  an  appellate  jurisdiction  ;  secondly,  it  was  contended, 
as  to  the  merit^j  of  the  prize  question,  that  it  could  not  be  deemed  a 
trading  with  tho  enemy,  since  the  ship  sailed  before  the  breaking  out 
of  hostilities  against  Holland,  and  before  the  parties  could  have  any 
knowledge  of  that  ewcnt ;  and  that,  at  the  supposed  time  of  arrival, 
Demarara  had  become  a  British  settlement. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     The  question  arises  on  the  property  of  Mr.  Daw- 
son, who  fitted  out  this  vessel  for  a  voyage  to  Africa,  there  to  barter 
her  cargo  for  slaves,  and  then  to  carry  them  to  the  island  of  Demarara, 
at  that  time  a  Dutch  colony.     The  vessel  sailed  on  the  11th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1795.     At  that  time,  and  until  the  declaration  of  hostilities^ 
which  issued  on  the  16th  of  that  month,  Demarara  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  the  colony  of  the  enemy;  it  would  be  impossible  for  me 
to  say,  therefore,  that  it  was  an  illegal  trade  at  that  time,  as  a  trade 
to  the  colony  of  the  enemy,  because  there  was  no  state  of  hostility. 
The  order  for  the  detention  of  Dutch  property  had  passed,  indeed,  but 
that  was  an  equivocal  act,  which  might  terminate  amicably, 
[  •  253  ]  and  cannot  be  +  '  %ing  on  the  party  an  *  intention 
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o{  trading  with  a  declared  enemy.      Soon  after  the  sailing  of  the 
vessel,  the  declaration  of  hostilities  took  place,  namely,  on  the  16th 
of  September,  179/5 ;  and  if  the  ship  had  been  taken  on  a  voyage 
to  a  colony  now  become  an  enemy,  the  court  would  have  required  it 
to  be  shown  that  due  diligence  had  been  used  to  alter  the  voyage, 
and  to  exonerate  the  claimant  from  the  charge  of  an  illegal  trading 
with  the  enemy.     The  vessel  sailed  from  the  coast  of  Africa,  in  May, 
1796,  and  was  taken  off  the  island  of  Demarara,  after  the  surrender 
of  that  island  to  the  British  forces,  and  carried  to  Martinique.    There 
the  proceedings  were  first  instituted  in  the  Prize  Court,  though  it  does 
not  clearly  ap{)ear  on  what  grounds ;  during  those  proceedings  a  libel 
was  given,  as  in  a  revenue  cause,  the  prize  suit  was  suspended,  and 
the  ship  was  condemned  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue  laws.     The  case 
came  up  on  appeal  before  the  Privy  Council,  where  it  was  found 
that  the  former  proceedings  in  Martinique  were  a  nullity,  as  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court  of  that  island  had  no  jurisdiction  over  a  breach  of 
the  revenue  laws  committed  in  another  colony.     The  regular  mode 
would  then  have  been  to  have  sent  back  the  cause  to  the  Prize  Court, 
where  proceedings  had  first  been  instituted,  but  that  court  was  anni- 
hilated.     The  case  was,  therefore,  brought  before  this  court,  as  it 
has  been  done  in  two  or  three  instances^  of  a  similar  nature,  where 
it  has  become  necessary  to  carry  into  effect  the  proceedings  of  Vice- 
Admiralty  Courts  that  have  been  abolished.     It  is   now  objected  to 
the  claim  that  the  party  has  stated  himself  out  of  court  on  two 
grounds  :  1st.  On  the  ground  of  trading  with  the  enemy,  if  Demarara 
wa.s   a    Dutch   colony,   and   on   the  ground  of  an  illegal 
•  importation,  if  that  island  was  to  be  considered  as  a  British  [  •254  ] 
sKfttlement.     With  regard  to  the  first  objection,   I  conceive 
that  there  must  be  an  act  of  trading  to  the  enemy  country,  as  well 
as  the  intention.     There  must  be,  if  I  may  so  speak,  a  legal  as  well 
as  a  moral  illegality.     If  a  man  fires  a  gun  at  sea,  intending  to  kill 
an  Englishman,  which  would  be  legal  murder,  and  by  accident  does 
not  kill  an  Englishman,  but  an  enemy,  the  moral  guilt  is  the  same, 
bat  the  legal  effect  is  different.     The  accident  has  turned  up  in  his 
favor ;  the  criminal  act  intended  has  not  been  committed,  and  the 
man  is  innocent  of  the  legal  offence.     So,  if  the  intent  was  to  trade 
with  an  enemy,  (which,  I  have  already  observed,  cannot  be  ascribed  to 
the  party  at  the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  when  hostilities  were 
nut  yet  declared,)  but  at  the  time  of  carrying  the  design  into  ellect 
the  person  is  become  not  an  enemy,  the  intention   here  wants  the 
an'pus  delicti.     No  case  has  been  produced  in  which  a  mere  intention 


1  ricimcnto,  vol  iv.  p.  360. 
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to  trade  with  the  enemy's  country,  contradicted  by  the  fact  of  its  not 
being  an  enemy's  country,  has  enured  to  condemnation.  Where  a 
country  is  known  to  be  hostile,  the  commencement  of  a  voyage 
towards  that  country  may  be  a  sufficient  act  of  illegality  ;  but  where 
the  voyage  is  undertaken  without  that  knowledge,  the  subsequent 
event  of  hostility  will  have  no  such  effect.  On  principle,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  party  is  free  from  the  charge  of  illegal  trading. 
Then,  as  to  the  other  ground,  there  appears  to  me  to  have  been  neither 
intention  nor  act  The  former  supposition  of  Demarara  being  a 
foreign  colony,  rebuts  the  intention  of  importing  into  a  British  colony, 

in  a  manner  not  authorized  by  law.  Indeed,  the  instructions 
[  •  255  ]  of  the  master  "  were  to  call  at  Demarara  for  orders,"  *  which 

orders  must  have  been  not  to  deliver  there  according  to  the 
first  design,  but  to  go  elsewhere,  since  the  facts  on  which  the  specula- 
tion was  founded  had  entirely  failed ;  those  facts  being  that  the  colony 
was  a  Dutch^  and  neutral  colony.  There  was  in  fact  no  actual  impor- 
tation ;  nor  was  this,  as  far  as  I  can  perceive,  made  the  ground  of  con- 
demnation in  the  court  of  Martinique,  since  the  sentence  seems  to 
have  gone  "  upon  the  act  of  sailing  without  a  British  register."  On 
both  these  points,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  claimant  is 
entitled  to  the  restitution  of  his  property.  On  the  first  there  was  no 
illegal  act ;  on  the  second  there  was  neither  intention  nor  act.    On  the 

first  ground  the  court  would  have  expected  the  party  to  have 
[  *  256  ]  exonerated  *  himself  from  the  intention  of  trading  with  the 

enemy,  after  the  knowledge  of  hostilities,  if  the  colony  had 
remained  hostile.  As  the  colony  was  not  hostile  at  the  time  of  the 
supposed   importation,   I  think  that  is  not    necessary  in  this   case, 


I  Since  the  decision  of  this  cause,  an  objection  has  been  taken  to  the  legality  of  a 
trade  like  the  present,  on  the  part  of  British  merchants  fitting  out,  from  British  ports, 
slave  adventures,  in  foreign  bottoms,  to  the  colonies  of  foreign  nations,  as  being  in 
breach  of  the  regulations  prescribed  for  British  trade.     This  objection  has  been  raised 
principally  on  the  regulations  of  the  39  G.  3,  ch.  80.    In  The  Ramsdyche,  before  the 
Lords,  March,  1806,  still  reserved  for  judgment^  this  argument  was  pressed.     The 
regulations  of  the  39  G.  3,  ch.  80,  which  forbid  British  slave  ships  to  be  fitted  out  from 
other  ports  except  London,  Bristol,  and  Liverpool,  were  subsequent  to  the  discossioa  .^ 
of  this  case ;  and,  therefore,  the  argument  in  its  present  form  did  not  present  itselL^ 
But  since  the  trade  to  the  coast  of  Africa  was  thrown  open  to  all  British  subjecti,  5  G-^ 
3,  ch.  44,  ^  4,  several  acts  of  parliament  have  passed  for  the  regulation  of  collater^e^ 
points  as  respecting  numbers,  and  the  forms  to  be  observed  on  landing  in  Britife-^ 
islands,  &c.    28  G.  3,  ch.  54 ;  29  G.  3,  ch.  66  ;  31  G.  3,  ch.  54 ;  35  G.  3,  ch.  90 ;  37  ^ 
3,  ch.  118.     In  all  these  acts,  the  terms  of  the  provisions  seem  to  relate  only  to  ^ 
regulation  of  a  trade  exclusively  British,  namely,  to  ships  cleared  out  as  Britbh  sk. 
ships,  and  destined  to  British  islands.    The  same  modes  of  expression  are  prcsenr^^ 
the  late  act,  39  G.  3,  ch.  80.    If  the  argument,  as  it  now  stands,  is  sustainable,  it 
be  a  question  whether  it  might  not  also  have  been  applicable  to  the  operation  of  fc^*^< 
acts. 
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nd  I  shall  decree  the  property  to  be  restored  on  payment  of  the 
ptor's  expenses. 


The  Adonis,  Gottschalk.* 

September  4,  1804. 

Blockaile  of  IlaTre.    Excase  ovemiled.    Condemnation.    [Owner  of  eargo  bound  eonclu- 
%irt\y  hj  met  of  roaster  in  breach  of  a  blockade  known  to  exist  at  time  of  sailing.]  ^ 

Tins  was  a  case  respecting  a  vessel  captured  on  the  evening  of  the 
13th  July,  standing  towards  Havre,  east-south-east  of  Cape  Barfleur, 
after  having  been  warned  by  one  of  the  blockading  frigates  that 
Havre  was  under  blockade.  The  excuse  offered  on  the  part  of  the 
ina!<tcr  was,  that  the  mate  had  asserted  the  land  to  be  English  land  ; 
that  the  master  was  doubtful  as  to  that  fact,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  it,  had  continued  his  course  towards  the  land. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     In  deciding  questions  of  this  kind,  the  court  can- 
not but  be  sensible  of  its  own  insufficiency,  on  many  occasions,  to 
estimate  the  full  effect   of  the  various  incidents  of  navigation,  on 
which  the  exact  truth  and  justice  of  the  case  may  frequently  depend. 
Yet  there  may  be  facts  so  simple  and  decided  in  their  nature,  as  to 
remove  all  doubt,  and  to  impress  conviction  almost  with  perfect 
certainty.     In  the  present  case,  the  destination  is  represented  to  have 
been  to  Nantes ;  the  ship  was  taken  very  near  Havre,  which  is  obvi- 
ously not  a  natural  course  to  be  pursued  for  Nantes ;  and,  therefore, 
the  master  is  necessarily  laid  under  the  obligation  of  explaining  his 
conduct,  and  of  accounting  for  the  situation  in  which  the 
ship  •  was  found.     An  excuse  is  offered  ;  and  the  court  has  [  *  257  ] 
to  determine  whether  the  representation  now  given  can  be 
received  as  credible.     The  excuse  is,  "  That  on  the  day  before  they 
were  taken  they  had  been  sailing  down  the  channel,  and  had  seen  the 
English  coast;  that   on  the  next  day   they  saw  a  projecting  land, 
which  the  mate  took  for  the  Start  Point,  whilst  the  master  asserted 


1  (Affinncd  on  appeal,  July  21,  1807.] 

«  [.Sec  The  Alexander.  4  C.  Rob.  93 ;  The  James  Cook,  1  Eibv.  261 ;  Tlie  Mcreu- 
riiu,  1  C.  Rob.  84 ;  The  Frederick  Alolke,  1  C.  Kob.  fc^G  ;  The  Columbia,  1  C.  Uob. 
154;  TheNeptuniu,  3  C.  Rob.  173;  The  Shepherdess,  5  C.  Rob.  262;  sec  United 
r.  The  Malek  Adhei,  2  How.  234.] 
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it  to  be  the  French  coast,  and  stood  in  to  determine  this  fact."  I  will 
not  take  upon  myself  to  say  that  such  a  mistake  might  not  be  possible. 
It  might  happen  that  nothing  was  visible  but  a  projecting  headland, 
and  that  the  country  behind  was  not  so  apparent  as  to  show  whether 
it  was  French  or  English  land.  I  should  be  unwilling,  therefore,  to 
lay  much  stress  on  that  mistake,  though  it  certainly  does  not  appear 
to  my  apprehension  to  be  a  very  probable  one.  But  there  is  one  fact 
on  which  I  think  reliance  may  more  safely  be  placed,  and  that  is, 
that  after  the  ship  had  spoken  with  an  English  frigate  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  had  had  an  opportunity  of  receiving  information,  the  same 
course  was  still  continued.  The  master  says,  "that  he  could  not 
clearly  understand  from  the  English  officer  what  land  it  was."  If 
a  doubt  existed  in  his  mind,  it  is  quite  impossible  that  he  should 
not  have  made  more  particular  inquiry,  in  order  to  ascertain,  for  the 
interest  of  his  employer,  whether  he  was  in  a  proper  course  for 
Nantes ;  or  whether  he  might  not  be  near  some  other  French  ports, 
which  he  must  know  to  be  interdicted.  This  would  have  been  the 
natural  conduct,  if  a  doubt  had  really  been  entertained ;  and  it  could 
scarcely  be  questioned  that  the  English  frigate  was  fully  competent 

to  give  the  necessary  information.  No  application  of  this 
[  •  258  ]  kind  was  made  ;  but  *  after  the  vessel  had  been  brought  to, 

and  warned  in  the  morning,  as  soon  as  the  English  cutter 
was  out  of  sight,  she  was  again  put  round  to  the  French  coast,  and 
was  found  in  the  evening  by  another  English  cutter  steering  a  course 
directly  into  the  bay  of  Havre;  and  when  the  master  was  asked 
"  how  he  came  there,"  the  only  answer  is,  "  that  he  wanted  to  be 
better  acquainted  with  the  French  coast."  Is  that  a  sufficient  reason  ? 
or  is  not  the  conduct  of  this  vessel  so  entirely  at  variance  with  all 
probability,  and  with  all  notions  of  common  prudence,  as  to  make  it 
almost  impossible  that  the  vessel  could  be  brought  into  such  a 
situation  but  for  some  sinister  purpose.  Even  here  again,  I  will  not 
say  that  it  is  absolutely  impossible  that  the  master  may  have  acted 
in  this  very  weak  and  foolish  manner,  merely  through  extreme  indis- 
cretion. But  if  the  owner  trusts  his  property  to  the  care  of  such  a 
person,  he  must  be  held  answerable  in  some  degree  for  his  prudence, 
as  well  as  for  his  integrity.  If  the  master  has  acted -in  such  a 
manner  as  cannot  for  the  safety  of  other  cases  be  admitted  to  pro- 
ceed from  justifiable  ignorance,  his  principal  must  take  the  conse- 
quences of  his  imprudence.  The  excuse  set  up  is  incredible  in  itself, 
and  is  practically  inconsistent  with  the  maintenance  of  the  blockade, 
and  I  reject  the  claim. 

On  the  cargo,  which  was  reclaimed  for  other  persons  than  the  owner 
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of  the  ship,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  the  presumption 
from  the  conduct  of  the  ship  applied  also  to  the  cargo,  since  it  was 
not  to  be  supposed  that  the  master  could  have  had  any  view  in  the 
fraudulent  deviation  of  which  he  now  stood  convicted,  but  for  the 
service  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo. 

•  On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Robinson^  contended —  [  •  259  ] 
That  the  presumption,  however  strong,  was  only  a  presump- 
tion of  evidence  which  might  be  counteracted  by  other  proof;  that 
the  master  was  not  de  jure  the  agent  for  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  court  could  not  find  the  same  satisfaction  in  con- 
cluding the  claim  of  the  proprietor  on  the  principle  of  legal  responsi- 
bilitv,  on  which  considerable  stress  had  been  laid  in  the  sentence  of 
the  ship  ;  that,  allowing  the  supposition  of  a  fraudulent  collusion  on 
the  part  of  the  owner  of  one  part  of  a  cargo,  there  might  yet  be  other 
owners  of  other  parts,  who  were  not  acquainted  with  the  fraud,  and 
who  relied  only  on  the  general  representation  of  the  voyage,  and 
could  not,  therefore,  be  fairly  precluded  by  the  actions  of  other  indi- 
vidually, as  creating  conclusive  presumption  against  them.  From  this 
consideration,  it  would  appear  how  unfit  the  presumption  arising  from 
the  conduct  of  the  vessel  alone  w^as  to  be  pressed  beyond  its  just  rate 
as  matter  of  evidence,  or  to  work  a  peremptory  conclusion  in  such 
casi's.     Judgment  reserved. 

On  the  next  day,  September  5th. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  a  ca.«^e  in  wluch  I  have  taken  some  short 
time  to  deliberate,  being  unwilling  to  press  with  any  degree  of  unne- 
cet^sary  severity,  the  efl'ect  of  presumption  against  this  class  of  cases, 
more  especially,  because  it  is  one  in  which  the  principle  of  law,  though 
Quqnestionably  built  upon  the  just  rights  of  war,  must  be  allowed  to 
operate  with  some  hardship  upon  neutral  commerce;  and  because  it  is 
a  class  of  eases,  on  which  the  court  has  little  authority  to  resort  to, 
but  has  to  collect  the  law  of  nations  from  such  sources  as 
reason^  supported  in  some  slight  degree  *  by  the  practice  of  [  *  260  ] 
nations,  may  appear  to  point  out.     In  the  present  case,  it  is 
now  to  be  assumed,  that  the  ship  was  taken  in  a  course  to  Havre.     I 
collect  that  from  the  strange  and  incredible  account  of  the  master, 
which,  I  have  already  said,  in  my  opinion,  cannot  be  true.     It  is  to 
be  inferred  also,  I  think,  that  the  master  was  induced  to  make  this 
deviation  from  some  sinister  intention,  and   I   mav  be  warranted  to 
presume,  that  all  this  would   not  have  been   resorted  to,  but  in  the 
tervice  of  the  cargo.     It  has  happened  in   other  blockade  cases,  that 
ezcQtfes  have  been  set  up  from  want  of  water  and  provisions,  or  from 
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other  occasions ;  but  when  the  court  pronounces  these  excuses  to  be 
not  real,  a  presumption  necessarily  arises  that  it  was  for  the  delivery 
of  the  cargo,  that  such  a  fraud  had  been  attempted,  since  there  is 
scarcely  any  other  adequate  motive  which  can  be  supposed  to  induce 
a  master  to  hazard  the  interests  of  his  vessel,  the  motives  which  he 
has  assigned  being  demonstrated  to  be  false.  There  is  a  presumption 
also,  in  such  cases,  that  this  is  done  with  the  knowledge,  and  at  the 
instigation,  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo  ;  because,  although  it  is  not  an 
impossible  thing  that  masters  may  be  guilty  of  barratry,  it  is  not  a 
natural  conduct,  nor  what  is  gratuitously  to  be  supposed.  These  are, 
I  think,  just  inferences  ;  and  the  only  question  can  be  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  presumption  arising  from  them,  whether  it  shall  exclude  all 
contrary  averment,  or  whether  it  shall  operate  only  as  matter  of  evi- 
dence, in  concurrence  with  other  proof,  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  inteo- 
tion.  It  must  undoubtedly  bind  the  owner,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  it  shall  do  so  presumptively,  or  conclusively,  and  whether  the 

party  shall  be  let  in  to  prove  a  contrary  intention.     I  am  of 
[  •  261  ]  opinion  that  he  cannot.     I  *  will  not  say  that  the  fact  may 

not  exist,  that  a  master  should  commit  a  barratry  in  a  case 
of  this  kind;  but  I  think  myself  justified  in  holding,  that  the  owner 
cannot  be  admitted  to  go  into  proof  on  this  point,  on  account  of  the 
fraudulent  abuse  to  which  such  a  liberty  must  inevitably  lead,  since  it 
would  be  perfectly  easy  at  any  time  to  set  up  the  pretence,  and  equally 
impossible  on  the  other  side  to  detect  it.  For  what  would  be  the 
ordinary  test?  Letters  sent  to  correspondents  elsewhere,  and  insur- 
ances—  measures  wholly  in  the  power  of  the  parties,  and  capable  of 
being  made,  at  their  pleasure,  a  complete  recipe  for  a  safe  traffic  with 
a  blockaded  place.  When  this  consequence  is  duly  weighed  on  one 
side,  and  when  it  is  considered  on  the  other,  what  few  inducements  a 
master  can  have  to  go  to  any  other  port  than  that  at  which  his 
charter-party  binds  him  to  deliver  his  cargo,  and  particularly  to  a 
blockaded  port,  it  appears  to  me,  that  less  injustice  will  be  done  by 
adopting  this  rule,  than  by  permitting  the  freighter  to  distinguish,  by 
external  and  collateral  evidence,  the  destination  of  his  cargo  from 
that  of  the  master. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  master  is  not  the  representative  of  the 
owner  of  the  cargo.  Certainly  he  is  not,  to  that  extent,  and  in 
the  same  direct  manner,  in  which  he  is  held  to  be  the  represen- 
tative of  the  owner  of  the  ship.  On  that  account,  in  some  cases, 
where  facts  have  shown  that  the  intention  of  the  owner  was  pure,  the 
court  has  given  the  party  the  benefit  of  this  distinction ;  for  instance, 
where  the  voyage  began  before  the  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  and 
where  the  master,  on  being  warned,  has  appeared  to  have  been  acta* 
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ated  only  by  a  personal  obstinacy  and  perverseness,  in  pursuing  his 
coarse  to  the  place  of  his  original  destination.  That  is  a 
case  where  the  intention  of  the  owner  is  *  admitted  to  be  [  *  262  ] 
pare,  where  nothing  stands  against  It  in  limine,  where  there 
is  no  question  of  fact,  whether  he  was  consentient  to  the  fraud,  and 
where,  if  he  was  affected  at  all,  it  could  only  be  by  the  strict  legal 
principle  that  affects  the  principal  by  the  conduct  of  his  agent.  Here 
the  blockade  was  perfectly  well  known  to  all  parties  at  the  time  of 
ihipment,  and,  therefore,  the  question  is  raised,  whether  the  owner 
was  not  consentient  at  first,  and  whether  the  conduct  of  the  master  is 
Dot  demonstrative  evidence  that  he  was  so.  In  my  opinion,  the  effect 
of  all  just  presumption  is  against  him,  since  there  could  scarcely  be 
any  inducement  to  lead  the  master  to  commit  such  a  fraud,  contrary 
to  the  instructions  and  intention  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo.^  Consi- 
dering the  infinite  danger  of  admitting  the  shippers  to  distinguish 
their  purpose  from  that  of  the  master,  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  hold, 
that  it  is  sufficiently  proved  that  the  ship  was  going  to  a  blockaded 
port,  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  the  cargo,  and  with  the  knowledge 
of  the  proprietor,  and  that  the  cargo  is  legally  involved  in  the  same 
penalty  as  the  ship. 


The  Shepherdess,  Miller. 

September  4,  1804. 

Blockade  of  Havre.    Effect  of  a  contingent  dcstinntion  as  to  American  vessels  defeated  bv 
the  obstinacy  and  wilful  perseverance  of  the  master,  after  warning.* 

This  was  an  American  ship  and  cargo,  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
America  to  the  port  of  Havre,  in  violation  of  the  blockade  of  Havre. 

JUDGMCN'T. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     This  case  sets  off  with  some  circum- 
stances in  the  conduct  of  the  claimant,  which  are  *  not  en-  [  *  363  ] 
titled  to  the  praise  of  a  fair  and  ingenuous  proceeding.     It 
begins  with  this  fact,  that  though  the  ship  was  intended  to  go  to 
Havre,  all  the  ostensible  papers  bear  a  destination  for  Embden,  to 
which  port  the  vessel  was  not  to  go  in  any  event,  unless  all  the  ports 


1  [The  Apollo,  5  C.  Bob.  286.] 
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of  the  channel  should  be  in  a  state  of  blockade.     It  is  impossible  to 
maintain,  that  it  is  a  just  representation  of  such  a  voyage,  "  to  de- 
scribe it  to  Embdcn  and  a  market,"  when  Embden  was  the  very  last 
port  to  which  the  vessel  was  to  resort.     Yet  all  the  public  papers  ar^ 
made  out  for  Embden,  and  it  is  only  in  private  letters  that  a  destiua-^ 
tion  to  Havre  is  avowed,  with  regard  to  which,  it  is  to   be  observed^ 
that  it  depended  very  much  on  the  discretion   and  good  faith  of  th^ 
master,  whether  the  letters  would  be  produced  or  not     In  some  case^ 
it  has  appeared,  that  the  masters  of  American  vessels  have  very  impro* 
perly  conceived  themselves  to  be  under  no  obligation  to  produce  sucli 
papers,  which  they  consider  as  private  papers,  and  as  not  belonging 
'  to  the  ship.     In  all  events,  it  must  have  depended  very  much  on  the 
good  faith  of  the  master,  whether  he  would  have  produced  these  con- 
cealed papers  or  not,  and  there  are,  I  think,  circumstances  that  show 
it  not  to  have  been  the  disposition  of  the  master  to  produce  them  in 
the  present  case. 

It  must  be  inferred,  and  indeed  admitted,  that  the  notification  of 
the  blockade  of  Havre  had  been  received  in  America.  To  all  the 
general  rules  of  observance  of  a  blockade  duly  imposed,  the  subjects 
of  America  are  undoubtedly  bound  equally  with  those  of  other  coun- 
tries. At  the  same  time,  looking  to  the  great  distance  at  which*  they 
are  placed,  and  being  unwilling  to  press,  with  any  degree  of  hardship 

on  the  fair  convenience  of  commerce,  the  court  has  held, 
[  *  264  ]  *  even  where  the  blockade  of  a  port  in  Europe  has  been 

notified  in  America,  that  the  merchants  of  that  country  might 
still  clear  out  conditionally  for  the  blockaded  port^  on  the  supposition 
that,  before  the  arrival  of  the  vessel,  a  relaxation  might  have  taken 
place.  But  as  to  the  line  of  caution  to  be  observed  in  this  state  of 
uncertainty,  the  court  has  always  expected  that  the  inquiry  should 
be  made  at  some  of  the  British  ports  in  the  channel.  It  could  not 
be,  that  ships  should  be  permitted  to  resort  to  the  ports  of  the 
blockaded  country  for  this  information,  since  every  one  must  perceive 
that  such  a  liberty  would  place  it  in  the  power  of  the  enemy  to  deter- 
mine the  continuance  of  the  blockade.  The  ports  of  the  blockading 
country  are  certainly  the  proper  ports  for  inquiry;  and  it  would  not 
be  too  much  to  expect,  that  this  precaution  should  be  noted  in  the 
papers,  and  that  it  should  be  most  explicitly  enjoined  on  the  master 
and  supercargo  in  their  instructions,  to  obtain  the  information,  that 
might  be  necessary  to  fix  the  destination,  at  some  of  the  British  ports 
in  the  channel.  I  must  observe,  also,  that  there  is  less  room  for 
excuse  in  this  instance,  since  it  is  stated  to  have  been  the  universal 
impression  in  America,  at  the  time  of  sailing,  that  Havre  was  under 
blockade.     There  could  have  been  scarcely  a  doubt  as  to  any  relaxa- 
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tion  of  the  blockade;  and  therefore  it  beeame  iucumbent  on  the  par- 
ties to  send  out  their  vessel  with  more  particular  caution. 

The  ship  sailed,  and  appears,  evidently,  to  have  pursued  a  voyage 
for  Havre,  not  only  by  her  course,  but  also  by  a  letter  put  on  board, 
at  sea  by  a  French  privateer,  directed  for  Havre  de  Grace,  a  few  days 
before  the  capture.    She  was  coming  up  the  channel  towards 
Havre,  with  no   other  port  apparently  •in   contemplation.  [•  265  ] 
Another  fact  which  bears  a  strange  and  unfavorable  appear- 
ance against  the  master,  is  the  representation  which  he  has  given  of 
what  passed  between  him  and  one  of  his  Majesty's  ships,  '<  that  on 
being  hailed  by  a  king's  ship,  he  answered  that  he  was  cleared  for 
Embden,  but  was  going  to  Havre,  if  not  under  blockade,  and  that  he 
waa  permitted  to  proceed."     Could  this  have  been  the  whole  of  that 
conversation,  or  can  this  be  a  fair  account  of  it  ?     The  king's  ship,  on 
being  infonned  of  an  intention  of  going  to  Havre,  would  have,  imme- 
diately indorsed  the  usual  prohibition  on  the  papers.     It  is  morally 
inipot«sibIc  that  the  conversation  could  have  stopped  short  in  this  man- 
oer,  or  that  the  master  should  not  have  been  warned  against  proceed- 
ing to  Havre,  and  with  very  imperative  effect     The  other  witnesses, 
who  are  the  mate  and  the  supercargo,  make  no  mention  of  Havre  in 
their  representation  of  this  conversation.      According  to  them,  the 
answer  was,  "  that  they  were  bound  to  Embden."     If  their  account 
is  to  be  believed,  it  will  very  considerably  affect  the  master  as  to  his 
veracity,  and  will  also  fix  upon  him  a  material  violation  of  his  duty, 
in  not  stating  the  whole  truth  of  his  destination.     But  does  it  not  go 
farther,  and  involve  these  other  witnesses  also,  as  parties  to  the  fraud, 
if  they  heard  this  representation,  and  did  not  correct  it  ?  more  espe- 
cially, !*ince  one  of  them  is  the  supercargo,  the  agent  intrusted  with 
the  management  of  the  cargo,  and  capable  of  affecting  his  employers 
with  a  legal  responsibility  for  his  acts.     These  witnesses  are,  I  think, 
to  be  taken  as  privy  to  the  fraud  on  the  British  cruiser;  and 
a»  concurring  in  suppressing  the  true  destination  'of  the  voy-  [  *  266  ] 
age.     Then  how  can  the  court  give  credit  to  the  subsequent 
part  of  their  representation,  namely,  that  "they  were  afterwards  met 
by  another  British  cruiser.  The  Pluto,  and  were  told  'that  they  must 
not  go  to  Havre,  but  that  they  might  go  to  Fecamp;'  that  the  mas- 
ter nevertheless  kept  the  ship's  course  to  Havre,  but  that  he  was  in  a 
continued  state  of  intoxication,  and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
supercargo  not  to  have  permitted  him  to  go  into  that  port.*' 

The  master  himself  says,  that  he  was  intoxicated ;  but  if  such  an 

excuse  could  be  admitted,  there  would  be  eternal  carousings  in  every 

instance  of  violation  of  blockade.     The  master  cannot,  on  any  princi* 

pic  of  law,  be  permitted  to  stultify  himself  in  this  manner  by  the  pre- 
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tended  or  even  real  use  of  strong  liquors,  of  which,  if  it  were  a  thing 
to  be  examined,  the  court  could  in  no  instance  ascertain  the  truth  oF 
the  fact.     The  owners  of  the  vessel  have  appointed  him  their  agent, 
and  they  must  in  law  be  bound  by  his  imprudence,  as  well  as  by  bis 
fraud.     As  to  the  cargo,  the  supercargo  says,  "  that  he  would  not 
have  suffered  the  master  to  go  into  Havre,"  but  he  had  taken  no  stejw 
to  supersede  him.    It  would  be  a  dangerous  doctrine  to  hold,  that  a 
master  in  a  state  of  intoxication  might  be  permitted  to  go  on  for  the 
blockaded  port,  and  that  the  supercargo  should  lie  by,  and  then  come 
and  plead  the  intoxication  of  the  master,  and  exculpate  himself,  by 
stating  a  mere  intention  to  dispossess  him,  and  to  steer  another  coursei 
It  was  the  duty  of  the  supercargo,  and  of  the  officers  concerned  in  the 
navigation  of  the  ship,  to  have  dispossessed  the  master  of  the  com- 
mand in  such  critical  circumstances.     Here  was  a  vessel 
[  *  267  ]  duly  warned  not  to  *  go  into  Havre,  yet  the  master,  in  a  con- 
tinued state  of  intoxication,  refuses  to  alter  his  course.     I  can- 
not think  that  it  would  have  amounted  to  any  culpable  act  of  disobe- 
dience, or  to  any  thing  like  mutiny,  to  have  resisted  the  command  of 
such  a  master,  in  such  a  condition,  and  to  have  given  a  proper  difeo- 
tion  to  the  voyage.     Instead  of  that,  the  supercargo  suffers  the  vessel 
to  proceed  in  this  interdicted  course,  and  relies  only  on  a  secret  inten- 
tion of  his  own  mind,  to  dispossess  the  master  before  he  actually  gol  into 
Havre,  without  being  able  to  show  any  one  step  taken  for  that  pur- 
pose.    Looking  at  the  whole  case  throughout,  and  recollecting  always 
the  fraudulent  suppression  of  the  original  voyage,  I  am  of  opinion 
that,  if  the  instructions  had  been  much  more  clear,  on  the  part  of  the 
owners,  than  these  are,  they  could  not  have  been  allowed  to  weigh 
against  the  actual  conduct  of  the  master.     It  would  be  the  easiest 
thing  in  the  world  to  put  on  board  instructions  perfectly  smooth  and 
unobjectionable ;  if  they  alone  could  be  su&cient  to  exonerate  the 
owner  from  the  penalty  attending  the  misconduct  of  the  vessel,  by 
imputing  it  to  the  mere  barratry  of  the  master,  there  would  be  an 
end  to  all  means  of  enforcing  a  blockade.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
owners  of  the  ship  must  be  concluded  by  the  conduct  of  the  master ; 
and  I  think  that  the  interests  of  the  cargo  are  also  implicated  in  this 
act,  and  that  the  ship  and  cargo  are  subject  to  condemnation.^ 


1  [As  to  condemnlBg  cargo,  sec  The  Adonis,  1  C.  Rob.  256,  and  note.] 
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September  6,  1804. 

Joint  capture.    Presamption  in  favor  of  a  king's  ship  from  being  in  sight  alone,  sufficient  to 

support  the  animus  capiendiA 

This  was  a  case  of  joint  capture,  on  evidence  chiefly,  but  involving 
a  qoestion  of  law  respecting  the  claim  of  a  king's  ship,  to  share  in 
a  capture,  made  by  The  Trimmer,  privateer,  on  the  ground  of  being 
in  sight,  only,  without  an  aflirmative  averment  of  the  fact  of  joint 
chasing. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  case  has  been  not  improperly  described  to  be  a 
question  of  credit ;  a  character  which  can  by  no  means  be  said  to  be 
peculiar  to  the  present  case,  since  it  belongs  almost  universally  to  the 
whole  class.  No  class  of  cases  is  better  supplied  with  witnesses  on 
both  sides,  each  set  generally  speaking  up  to  the  full  exigencies  of 
their  case.  We  find  them  seeing,  not  unfrequently,  over  capes  and 
headlands,  and  sometimes  over  whole  islands,  and  speaking  neverthe- 
less to  facts  so  seen  by  them,  with  as  much  precision  as  if  they  were 
matters  of  the  purest  and  most  absolute  demonstration.  The  court 
has  generally  to  perform  the  unpleasant  task  of  discussing  the  credi- 
bility of  such  witnesses,  and  of  deciding  on  which  of  the  two  accounts 
it  can  most  safely  rely.  A  question  of  law,  however,  has  been  intro- 
duced into  the  argument,  on  which  it  may  not  be  improper  for  me,  in 
the  first  place,  to  say  a  few  words.  It  is  observed  that  the  claimants,  in 
joint  capture,  have  only  pleaded  the  being  in  sight,  without  asserting 
that  they  were  in  chase ;  and  it  is  contended,  that  it  is  necessary  to 
plead  and  prove  that  they  were  joint  chasers,  as  well  as  that 
they  were  in  sight.  The  manner  in  which  *  the  facts  are  alleg-  [  *  269  ] 
ed  would,  I  think,  scarcely  support  this  objection,  because  it 
is  stated  in  the  plea,  that  they  were  in  chase,  under  the  disadvantage 
of  an  almost  entire  calm,  and  a  part  of  the  evidence  goes  to  support 
that  fact.  But  I  conceive  that  the  law  is  not  correctly  laid  down  in 
this  n'presentation,  as  applying  to  the  case  of  king's  ships.  They 
are  under  a  constant  obligation  to  attack  the  enemy  wherever  seen ; 
a  neglect  of  duty  is  not  to  be  presumed,  and  therefore,  from  the  mere 


'  [As  to  joint  captorcs,  see  note  to  The  Koixbtem,  1  Acton,  128.] 
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circumstance  of  being  in  sight,  a  presumption  is  sufficiently  raised, 
that  they  are  there  animo  capiendL  In  the  case  of  privateers,  the 
same  obligation  does  not  exist.  The  law,  thereforei,  does  not  give 
them  the  benefit  of  the  same  presumption.  Ships  of  this  description 
go  out  very  much  on  speculations  of  private  advantage,  which,  com- 
bined with  other  considerations  of  public  policy,  are  undoubtedly  very 
allowable;  but  which  do  not  lead  to  the  same  inference,  as  that 
which  the  law  constructs  on  the  known  duty  imposed  on  king's  ships. 
A  privateer  is  under  no  obligation  to  attack  all  she  meets,  but  acts 
altogether  on  the  views  of  private  advantage.  She  may  not  be  dis- 
posed to  engage  in  every  contest ;  and,  therefore,  the  presumption  does 
not  arise,  in  any  instance,  that  she  is  present,  anvno  capiendL  A 
contrary  route,  if  proved,  would  defeat  the  claim  even  of  a  king's  ship. 
But  if  nothing  appears,  on  one  side  or  the  other,  as  to  that  fact,  the 
mere  presence  would,  I  think,  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  king's  ship 
to  the  character  of  a  constructive  joint  captor.  Having  disposed  of 
the  question  of  law,  I  come  now  to  compare  the  credit  of  the  wit- 
nesses.    The  witnesses  whom  the  court  is  always  disposed  to  hear  in 

the  first  instance,  and  to  whom  it  gives  the  greatest  degree 
[  *  270  ]  of  credit,  are  those  *  of  the  captured  crew.     So  much  is 

the  court  in  the  habit  of  looking  to  their  testimony,  as  the 
foundation  of  its  decision,  that  I  believe  there  is  no  instance  in  which 
a  claim  of  joint  capture  has  been  established  on  the  evidence  of  the 
asserted  joint  captor  alone,  and  for  the  reason  to  which  I  have  alluded, 
that  there  is  scarcely  any  case,  that  might  not  be  so  proved  ;  since  it 
is  a  matter  of  common  observation,  in  causes  of  this  description,  that 
many  persons,  who  are  in  general  respects  persons  of  apparently  good 
moral  conduct,  will,  from  considerations  of  private  interest,  or  from 
feelings  of  good  fellowship,  or  from  sinular  ideas  of  honor,  not  scruple 
to  support  at  any  lengths  thei  cause  of  those  with  whom  they  have 
been  associated.  The  testimony  of  the  captured,  it  is  true,  may  some- 
times be  liable  to  the  imputation  of  being  induced  from  vanity  to 
represent  the  surrender  as  made  to  a  king's  ship,  in  preference  to  a  pri- 
vateer, in  order  to  save  their  credit,  and  under  an  expectation  perhaps 
that  they  shall  receive  rather  more  indulgent  treatment.  There  may, 
therefore,  be  some  little  bias  on  this  side  also,  against  which  the  court 
will  be  on  its  guard ;  though  in  the  present  case  there  is  but  little 
room  for  this  vanity,  since  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  privateer  was 
alone  sufficient  to  cflbct  the  capture ;  there  was,  therefore,  no  glory 
lost,  no  vanity  to  be  saved.  Making  all  due  allowances,  however,  on 
this  side,  the  court  will  still  find  reason  to  consider  them  as  the  least 
objectionable  witnesses  that  can  in  such  cases  be  produced.  It  will  be 
unnecessary  to  travel  through  all  the  objections,  that  have  been  taken 
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to  the  imputed  contradictions  in  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  claim. 
It  will  be  Buiiicient  to  say,  that  I  think  they  are  satisfactorily 
cleared  away  *  by  the  observations  that  have  been  made  on  [  *  271  ] 
the  other  side. 

The  depositions  of  the  three  witnesses  examined  in  preparatory,  all 
lepresent  The  Hussar  to  have  been  in  sight  In  ordinary  cases,  the 
coort  looks  with  great  attention  to  their  evidence.  It  is  taken  almost 
immediately  after  the  capture,  and  before  the  passions  of  the  wit- 
nesses can  have  been  embarked  in  the  dispute.  These  all  support  the 
daim  of  the  king's  ship  ;  but  in  this  instance  their  testimony  has  been 
exposed  to  some  degree  of  deduction,  from  the  conduct  of  the  king's 
ship,  in  dispossessing  the  actual  captor,  and  taking  the  prisoners  into 
their  custody,  a  practice  highly  improper,  and  never  to  be  mentioned 
In  this  court  without  an  expression  of  dissatisfaction.  To  have  put 
some  person  on  board  to  take  care  of  their  interest,  would  have  been 
perfectly  conect,  but  to  dispossess  the  actual  captor,  who  is  in  some 
measure  become  the  agent  for  the  claimant,  is  on  many  grounds  irre- 
gular; and  it  d^es,  in  this  instance,  expose  the  king's  ship  to  no  in- 
considerable disadvantage,  from  the  objection,  that  the  witnesses  who 
speak  most  effectually  in  their  favor,  have  been  produced  out  of  their 
own  hands,  and  speak,  therefore,  perhaps,  under  some  degree  of  undue 
influence.  Amongst  the  ill  consecjucnccs  of  such  a  proceeding,  may 
be  reckoned,  the  irritation  with  which  this  dispute  has  been  carried  on 
to  a  plea,  in  which  many  things  arc  introduced,  to  which  I  shall  not 
think  it  necessary  to  advert.  The  main  question  is,  whether  The 
Hussar  was  in  sight.  The  three  witnesses  who  have  been  examined 
in  preparatory,  corroborated  by  the  testimony  of  a  fourth,  the  boat- 
swain of  the  vessel,  all  depose,  "  that  she  was,"  and  with 
something  of  circumstance  detailed  in  their  evidence,  *  which  [  *  272  ] 
shows,  that  their  attention  was  particularly  called  to  the  fact. 
These  witnesses  were  persons  in  an  official  capacity  on  board  the  ship, 
and  I  cannot  but  assent  to  the  remark,  that  they  are,  for  that  reason, 
entitled  to  rather  more  credit,  since  the  nature  of  their  employment, 
and  the  responsibility  of  their  situation,  would  naturally  excite  greater 
attention.  It  would  also  afford  more  opportunity  and  leisure,  and  call 
opon  them  to  be  more  particular  in  the  observations  which  they  made, 
that  they  might  be  enabled  to  give  a  satisfactory  account  of  their  con- 
dact  to  their  employers,  whilst  the  attention  of  others,  in  an  inferior 
station,  would  be  more  taken  up  in  the  service  of  the  vessel,  and  in 
observing  the  ship  which  was  more  immediately  close  to  them.  In 
support  of  the  claim  of  the  king's  ship,  there  are  the  captain,  the 
second  captain,  the  lieutenant,  and  the  boatswain,  of  the  captured 
vessel,  who  are,  I  think,  entitled  to  some  advantage  in  point  of  credit. 
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on  the  grounds  which  I  have  stated.  There  is  also  a  species  of  evi- 
dence, to  which  the  court  is  in  the  habit  of  paying  great,  attention, 
the  documentary  evidence  of  the  log-book  of  the  prize,  which  men- 
tions "  the  sight  of  a  ship  early  in  the  morning,  which  appeared  to  be 
a  frigate."  An  objection  has  been  taken  to  the  order  in  which  this 
entry  appears  to  have  been  made ;  but  I  have  examined  the  boolc,  and 
do  not  find  that  there  is  any  thing  to  weaken  the  effect  of  the  infer- 
ence which  is  derived  from  it  There  are  then  four  witnesses,  and 
this  record.  What  is  the  evidence  on  the  pther  side  ?  The  testimony 
of  witnesses  rather  more  in  number,  certainly,  from  on  board  the  prizei 
but  they  are  common  mariners,  liable  to  the  remarks  above 
[  *  273  ]  stated,  *  that  their  credit  is  on  that  account  someWhat  dimi- 
nished, beyond  what  could  be  attributed  solely  to  mere  infe- 
riority of  condition.  They  are,  besides,  negative  witnesses,  respecting 
whose  testimony,  in  opposition  to  aliirmative  evidence,  it  is  become  a 
known  rule  of  law  not  now  to  be  discussed,  that  they  are,  C€eteris 
paribtis,  to  be  heard  with  less  attention.  Even  they  admit,  that  they 
had  seen  The  Hussar,  and  at  the  time  corresponding  ^'\^'ith  the  entry 
in  the  log-book ;  and  although  they  did  not  see  her  afterwards,  she 
might  possibly  be  visible  to  other  persons  on  board.  There  are,  besides, 
five  releasing  witnesses  from  the  privateer,  who  state  two  facts,  one, 
on  which  they  agree  with  the  last  'witnesses,  in  saying,  "  that  there 
was  no  ship  in  sight ; "  and  a  second,  on  which  they  disagree  with 
the  whole  evidence  in  the  cause,  namely,  as  to  the  time  of  capture, 
"  that  it  was  made  at  half  past  twelve,"  whilst  all  the  other  evidence 
clearly  shows  it  to  have  been  about  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon. 
This,  I  say,  is  most  clearly  shown  from  the  concurrent  testimony  of 
the  French  witnesses,  and  the  log-book  of  the  captured  ship ;  and  if 
I  cannot  lay  my  hand  on  that  fact  as  a  demonstrated  fact,  there  is  no 
fact  in  the  whole  case  on  which  any  reliance  can  be  placed.  The 
allegation  given  on  the  part  of  the  privateer,  nevertheless,  states  the 
capture  to  have  been  made  at  half  past  twelve.  This  assertion  is 
labored,  not  only  in  the  allegation,  but  also  in  the  testimony  of  the 
releasing  witnesses,  and  in  the  privateer's  log-book.  When  I  find  this 
representation  contradicted  by  all  the  French  witnesses,  even  by  those 
produced  on  the  part  of  the  privateer,  I  cannot  but  consider  it  to  be  a 
gross  mistake,  and  one  which  throws  no  slight  degree  of 
[  *  274  ]  color  over  the  whole  case,  since  I  cannot  believe  *  that  it  was 
so  immaterial  a  fact,  at  least  in  the  conception  of  the  parties 
themselves,  as  their  counsel  would  now  represent  it.  On  the  interpo- 
lation which  is  charged  to  have  been  made  in  the  log-book  of  the  pri- 
vateer, I  shall  forbear  to  observe  farther  than  to  say,  that  there  are 
appearances,  which  might  induce  a  suspicion  that  some  alteration  had 
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taken  place.  At  any  rate,  when  I  see  such  gross  inaccuracy,  opposed 
to  the  combined  testimony  of  all  the  witnesses  from  the  captured 
sbip)  which  is  not  to  be  set  aside  on  the  mere  evidence  of  releasing 
witnesses,  I  think  I  am  bound  to  pronounce  for  the  claim  of  The 
Hussar.  The  only  remaining  question  relates  to  costs,  which  I  should 
certainly  have  given,  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  conduct  of  the  king's 
ship,  in  dispossessing  the  actual  captor  of  the  prize.  This  is  on  many 
groands,  as  I  have  already  had  occasion  to  observe,  a  reprehensible 
practice,  and  may  have  led  to  a  great  deal  of  the  irritation  with  which 
this  cause  has  been  contested.  It  may,  indeed,  have  been  the  sole 
cause  of  this  litigation,  because,  if  the  French  witnesses  had  told  their 
itory  when  produced  by  the  actual  captors  themselves,  there  could 
scarcely  have  been  a  foundation  for  the  resistance  that  has  been  given  to 
the  claim  of  The  Hussar.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  king's  ship  has 
in  this  conduct  receded  from  the  right  of  costs,  which  otherwise  would 
certainly  have  been  given. 

On  reconsideration,  the  court  directed  the  expenses  on  both  sides 
to  be  deducted  out  of  the  proceeds. 


»  rii 


riii:  Chaklotti:,  Focks.  [  *  27'3  ] 

Septeiiiticr  7,  1S)4. 

Swedish  treatr.    Copper  in  sheets,  if  coiitrahaiid. 

[Part  contraband  not  held  to  vitiute  the  re>t  of  cargo,  it  being  a  case  under  a  new  treaty.]  ^ 

Tins  was  a  question  respecting  a  quantity  of  copper  in  sheets, 
taken  on  a  voyage  from  Stockholm  to  Amsterdam,  and  claimed  as 
the  property  of  merchants  in  Sweden. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kind's  Advocate  contended  — 
That  this  copper  was  to  be  deemed  contraband,  more  particularly 
under  the  terms  of  the  Swedish  treaty,^  by  which  the  supply  of  all 
manufactured  articles,  immediately  serving  for  the  equipment  of 
ships  of  war,  was  prohibited.  By  the  certificate  of  inspection,  which 
was  now  returned,  it  would  appear  "  tliat  one  part  of  the  copper  in 


I  [Aj  to  the  general  rule,  sec  the  Staadt  Emlxleu,  1  C.  Kob.  30,  note.] 
•  25lh  July,  1803.    Art.  1. 
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question  was  fit  for  the  sheathing  of  shipping ;  although  the  same 
return  stated  that  another  portion  was  doubtful,  as  to  its  fitness  for 
that  use,  and  that  the  remaining  part  was  not  fit  for  that  purpose.** 
The  quality  of  these  latter  parcels,  however,  will  not  be  material; 
since,  if  any  part  is  of  the  description  of  contraband,  it  will  afTect  the 
whole  shipment,  being  the  property  of  the  same  person. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Swabey  contended  — 
That  this  was  a  question  of  considerable  importance  to  the  trade  of 
Sweden,  although  the  present  quantity  in  dispute  was  very  small, 
not  more  than  three  tons  ;  that  it  could  not  be  supposed  that  the  sti- 
pulation in  the  Swedish  treaty  was  meant,  on  either  side,  to  prohibit 
the  exportation  of  articles  of  Swedish  produce,  farther  than  the  inte- 
rests of  the  belligerent  country  were  likely  to  be  affected  by  them ; 
that  it  could  not,  therefore,  be  intended  to  comprehend  any 
[  *  276  ]  other  copper  than  such  as  was  fit  for  the  purposes  of  *  war; 
that  the  certificate  of  the  oflficers  of  the  dock-yards  did  not 
state  any  part  of  this  copper  to  be  peculiarly  adapted  to  naval  pur^ 
poses,  but  "  that  the  whole  was  fit  for  all  the  ordinary  purposes  to 
which  copper  is  usually  applied ; "  that,  as  to  that  portion  which 
was  reported  by  them  to  be  fit  for  sheathing  of  ships,  their  opinion 
was  not  conclusive.  It  would  be  proper  to  set  in  opposition  to  it  a 
certificate,  which  was  now  introduced  from  the  managers  of  the 
Swedish  Copper  Company,  stating  that  this  copper  was  peculiarly 
assorted  for  the  use  of  coppersmiths ;  that  copper  for  sheathing  of 
ships  was  never  ordered  from  them  but  of  two  (specified)  dimen- 
sions ;  and  that  this  copper  was  not  fit  for  that  purpose. 

In  reply,  the  Kinff^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  the  only  question 
would  be,  whether  this  was  sheet  copper  ^  or  copper  in  a  manufac- 
tured state,  serving  for  the  equipment  of  ships  of  war.  It  by  no 
means  appeared  that  the  sheathing  of  vessels  was  the  only  naval  pur- 
pose for  which  the  exportation  of  copper  was  intended  to  be  prohi- 
bited, since  it  was  an  article  used  in  various  other  branches  of  naval 
equipments.  But  if  any  part  was  liable  to  be  considered  as  contra- 
band, it  would  affiect  the  whole  quantity.  The  opinion  of  the  Swe- 
dish Copper  Company  was  not  produceable,  as  being  not  on  oath;  it 
was,  besides,  very  apparent  how  little  credit  was  due  to  it,  since  it 


1  In  the  treaty  with  America,  1794,  Art  18,  copper  in  sheets  is  specifically  enume- 
rated amongst  articles  of  contraband,  "  serving  directly  to  the  equipment  of  Teflselfl.* 
[viii.  Stat,  at  Large,  125.] 


t 
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averred  that  no  part  of  the  copper  was  fit  for  the  sheathing  of 
vessels,  although  the  contrary  was  now  certified  by  the  official  per- 
sons of  his  Majesty's  dock-yard,  to  whom  that  question  had  been 
referred. 

•  Judgment.  [  *  277  ] 

Sir  W.  Scott.  If  it  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
crown,  that  copper  in  sheets,  though  not  adapted  to  the  sheathing  of 
ships,  is  contraband  under  the  treaty,  it  is  a  question  that  may  be 
of  eon:<iderable  importance,  and  one  that  I  shall  certainly  direct  to 
stand  over  for  further  consideration.  The  decree  which  I  am  dis- 
posed to  make  at  present  is,  to  condemn  that  part  which  is  reported 
fit  for  the  sheathing  of  vessels ;  farther  than  that  I  shall  not  go.  In 
ordinary  cases  the  rule  is,  that  one  article  of  contraband  quality  will 
affect  all  the  parts  of  the  cargo  on  board  belonging  to  the  same  pro- 
prietor; but  this  is  a  new  case,  respecting  the  construction  of  a 
treaty  on  which  a  diflerence  of  opinion  may  have  been  entertained. 
I  shall,  therefore,  not  apply  the  old  rule  to  this  case,  but  direct  the 
ondii^puted  articles  to  be  restored.  The  other  parcels  of  copper, 
which  are  reported  to  be  of  a  doubtful  quality,  must  be  reserved  for 
farther  consideration. 


The   Prksidknt,  Welle?. 

September  8,  1804. 

National  character.    Claim  for  an  a<>crtt«l  Amerioan,  [a  consul. ]  settled  at  the  Cape  of 
G(K>1  Hope,  rejcctetl.     Plea  of  removal  not  sufficiently  substantiated.! 

Till.*  was  a  ca.<*e  of  a  sliip  taken  on  a  voyage  from  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope  to  Kurope,  and  cliiimed  for  Mr.  J.  Ehnslic,  as  a  subject 
of  America.  It  appeared  that  he  had  been  a  British  born  subject, 
who  had  uone  to  the  Cape  of  Clood  Hope  during  the  last  war,  and 
had  been  employed  as  American  conrsul  at  that  place. 

In  supjKjrt  of  the  claim,  Laurence  and  Robinson  contended —  That 
the  claimant  was  entitled  to  the  most  favorable  construction  of  hi.s 


>  [The  Indian  Chief,  3  C.  Rob.  22.     For  ca>os  as  to  Datlonal  character,  as  affected 
br  n:«iUencc,  tee  The  llarmony,  2  C.  Kob.  o22.] 


\ 
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case  that  was  consistent  with  the  rules  of  law ;  that  he  was  a  British 
born  subject,  who  had  settled  at  the  Cape ;  and  though  he 
[  *  278  ]  *  had  borne  the  character  of  an  American  consul  whilst  that 
settlement  was  under  British  possession,  it  appeared  that 
tbe  Dutch  government  had  since  refused  to  admit  him  in  that  cha- 
racter, from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  he  was  considered  at  the 
Cape  rather  in  his  hostile  British  character  than  as  an  incorporated 
Dutchman ;  that  his  vessel  had  been,  during  the  year  preceding  the 
present  voyage,  hired  by  the  East  India  Company  to  carry  troops  to 
India;  that  she  had  been,  in  that  employment,  recognized  as  an 
American  vessel,  and  was  now  coming  in  that  character,  in  the  ser- 
vice of  British  merchants,  under  a  license  from  the  British  govern- 
ment; that  the  claimant  was,  besides,  entitled  to  be  considered  as  a 
person  settled  there  during  British  possession,  and  as  affording  evi- 
dence of  an  intention  to  remove,  since  there  was  a  letter  on  board, 
written  to  his  correspondent  at  Embdcn,  in  which  he  directs  him  "to 
sell  the  ship  and  remit  the  proceeds  to  him  in  America,  where  he 
hoped  to  be  in  a  few  months."  It  was  prayed,  on  this  point,  that 
proof  might  be  permitted  to  be  given  of  his  removal. 

On  the  other  side,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  he  could 
be  no  otherwise  considered  by  the  court  than  as  a  resident  merchant 
of  a  Dutch  settlement.  This  ship  sailed  so  late  as  March,  1804, 
nearly  twelve  months  after  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  and  left  the 
owner  still  resident  there  in  his  Dutch  character ;  that  there  was  no 
case  in  which  an  intention  to  remove,  after  a  residence  so  long  con- 
tinued, for  nearly  a  whole  year  after  the  breaking  out  of  the  war,  had 
been  allowed  to  be  averred,  and  no  overt  act  of  removal  was  asserted 
to  have  taken  place. 

[  •  279  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  court  must,  I  think,  surrender  every 
principle  on  which  it  has  acted,  in  considering  the  question  of  national 
character,  if  it  was  to  restore  this  vessel.  The  claimant  is  described  to 
have  been  for  many  years  settled  at  the  Cape,  with  an  established 
house  of  trade,  and  as  a  merchant  of  that  place,  and  must  be  taken 
as  a  subject  of  the  enemy's  country.  The  ship  was  purchased  by 
him  of  an  American  owner,  and  still  continued  to  be  documented  as 
an  American  vessel.  It  has  appeared,  I  think,  in  other  cases,  to  be 
the  disposition  of  the  American  government  to  confer  the  privileges 
of  American  navigation  on  vessels  occupied  by  their  consuls  in 
foreign  states.  That  government  has  undoubtedly  a  perfect  right  to 
grant  such  a  privilege,  for  the  purposes  of  their  own  navigation  ;  at 
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the  same  time  that  this  country  is  also  at  liberty  to  apply  what  we 
consider  as  the  more  correct  principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  so  far 
as  third  parties  are  concerned.  Some  stress  has  been  laid  on  the 
services  in  which  this  vessel  had  been  employed,  and  in  which  she 
was  engaged  at  the  time  of  capture,  under  a  license,  which  is  said  to 
amonnt  to  a  recognition  of  her  American  character.  Any  descrip- 
tion that  is  given  of  her  in  that  license,  must  depend  entirely  on  the 
representation  of  the  parties ;  and  if  that  is  not  true,  it  will  not  avail 
to  affect  the  principle  of  law,  that  would  be  otherwise  applicable  to 
the  vessel  in  her  proper  character.  Such  a  recognition,  as  it  is 
called,  has  never  been  allowed  to  weigh  in  any  case  of  vessels  com- 
ing under  a  license,  whenever  a  question  has  been  raised  as 
to  the  real  character  of  the  owner,  or  as  to  the  fact  of  *  pro-  [  *  280  ] 
perty.  This  circumstance,  therefore,  is  immaterial.  It  is 
next  said,  that  the  claimant  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  an  intention 
of  removing  to  Philadelphia  in  a  few  months.  A  mere  intention  to 
remove  has  never  been  held  sufficient  without  some  overt  act ;  being 
merely  an  intention,  residing  secretly  and  undistinguishably  in  the 
brca:«t  of  the  party,  and  liable  to  be  revoked  every  hour.  The 
expressions  of  the  letter,  in  which  this  intention  is  said  to  be  found, 
are,  I  observe,  very  weak  and  general,  of  an  intention  merely  in 
fuiuro.  Were  they  even  much  stronger  than  they  are,  they  would 
not  be  sufficient ;  something  more  than  mere  verbal  declaration, 
some  solid  fact,  sliowing  tliat  the  party  is  in  the  act  of  withdrawing, 
has  always  been  held  necessary  in  such  cases.  Nothing  of  that  sort 
is  averred.  The  court  is,  therefore,  under  the  necessity  of  consider- 
ing this  gentleman  as  a  merchant  of  the  enemy's  country,  and  of 
pronouncing  the  ship,  as  his  property,  liable  to  condemnation. 


The  Charlotte,  Witt. 

September  10,  1804. 

Vtwt  iDtcrcst,  in  virtue  of  a  seizure  inntlc  by  a  private  ship  of  ^ar,  asserted  to  l>e  attached 
••  trnder  to  a  kiug's  ^hip.  The  fart  of  hi*r  l>cin<;  so  attarlicd  not  made  out.  Condcmna- 
twa.  ai  droits,  the  master  of  the  privateer  not  biing  on  lioard. 

This  was  a  case  of  interest,  asserted  on  the  part  of  his  Majesty's 
ship  The  Eoridice,  in  a  capture  made  by  the  hired  armed  revenue 
catter,  The  Dake  of  York,  on  a  suggestion  that  the  cutter  was  placed 
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under  the  command  of  The  Euridice,  and  was  to  be  considered  as  a 
tender  attached  to  that  vessel. 

[  *  281  ]  *  On  the  part  of  the  admiralty.  It  was  submitted,  that  the 
cutter  was  put  under  the  command  of  The  Euridice,  as  a 
superior  vessel  on  the  same  station,  but  that  she  was  not  attached 
as  a  tender ;  that  the  capture  was  made  whilst  the  master  was  not 
on  board,  and,  therefore,  that  the  prize  must  be  condemned  as  a  droit 
of  admiralty. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  question  which  arises  on  the  capture  of  this 
vessel  is,  namely,  whether  the  actual  captor  can  be  considered  as 
commissioned,  and  as  commissioned  in  such  a  manner  as  to  entitle 
the  king's  ship  to  take  an  interest  in  the  prize.  The  capturing  vessel 
was  a  revenue  cutter,  and,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  present 
and  last  war,  commissioned  with  a  letter  of  marque.  The  policy  of 
employing  such  vessels  in  this  manner  is,  I  believe,  a  modern  usage, 
arising  out  of  the  exigency  of  the  public  service,  which  has  particu- 
larly required  the  use  of  small  vessels  of  this  kind.  They  have  been 
allowed  to  take  out  private  commissions,  and  if  those  commissions 
are  properly  executed,  they  will  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  parties  till 
they  are  superseded ;  and  I  am  not  disposed  to  think,  that  the  em- 
ployment of  the  vessel  in  the  manner  alleged  would  have  the  effect 
of  superseding  that  commission.  It  happened  that  the  master  was 
not  on  board  at  the  time  of  capture;  and  on  that  account  no  claim 
is  made  for  the  vessel  herself,  but  for  The  Euridice,  as  the  vessel  to 
which  she  is  represented  to  have  been  attached  as  a  tender.  It  is 
said  that  she  was  commanded  by  a  lieutenant  of  The  Euridice ;  but 

by  what  reasoning  that  can  be  made  out  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
[  •  282  ]  conceive,  since  it  appears  *that  every  order  was  addressed 

to  the  master,  and  there  is  no  circumstance  appearing  that 
leads  to  a  supposition,  that  there  was  any  such  person  as  the  lieu- 
tenant of  The  Euridice  on  board.  The  claim  for  the  king's  ship  is 
given,  in  virtue  of  a  seizure  said  to  be  made  by  this  vessel,  as  a  ten- 
der; and  in  order  to  support  that  averment  it  must  be  shown,  either 
that  there  has  been  some  express  designation  of  her  in  that  character 
by  the  orders  of  the  admiralty,  or  that  there  has  been  a  constant  em-- 
ployment  and  occupation,  in  a  manner  peculiar  to  tenders,  equivalent 
to  an  express  designation,  and  sufficient  to  impress  that  character 
upon  her.  The  former  species  of  proof  would  undoubtedly  be  most 
desirable,  but  no  such  description  by  the  admiralty  is  averred.  She 
is  not  described  anywhere  as  a  tender,  in  terminis.     Then  what  is 
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there  in  the  mode  of  employment?     I  see  nothing  in  the  orders  to 
distinguish  her  from  any  other  small  vessel  that  might  be  associated 
with  a  king's  ship  to  act  under  superior  command,  but  not  as  a  ten- 
der.    I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  there  is  no  sufficient  foundation 
to  induce  the  court  to  consider  her  in  the  capacity  of  a  ten- 
der.*    She  is  not  so  recognized  in  'terms  by  any  authority  [  *  283  } 
proceeding  from  the  admiralty ;  neither  is  the  nature  of  the 
service  imposed  upon  her,  such  as  to  induce  a  supposition  that  she 
must  have  been  so  considered  by  the  admiralty.     As  the  master  was 
oot  on  board,  the  legal  interest  in  the  capture  will  not  enure  to  the 
private  captors  under  their  commission ;  but  it  must  be  condemned 
a  droit  of  admiralty,  taken  by  non-commissioned  captors. 


The  Liesbet  Van  Den  Toll,  Heest. 

October  10,  1804. 
KationAl  character  from  occupation  in  the  fishing  trade  of  IloUand.    Rcstitation. 

This  was  a  question  respecting  the  national  character  of  a  fishing 
adventure,  carried  on  by  a  native  Dutchman  who  had  become  by 
domicil  a  subject  of  Prussia,  and  had  purchased  the  vessel,  formerly 
a  Dutch  vessel,  in  February,  at  Embden.  It  appeared  that  he  had 
since  been  employed  in  fishing  ofT  the  Dutch  coast,  having  sold  his 
cargoes  to  English  ships,  and  having  once  or  twice  resorted  to  Dutch 
port:«,  not  for  the  purpose  of  selling  his  cargoes,  but  merely  to  pro- 
cure bait. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     It  appears  to  me  that  this  case  is  very  favorably 


1  Since*  the  decLBion  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  the  case  of  The  Meloniane,  Colas, 
Mpra.  page  41,  against  the  coniiiotency  of  king*:*  ^hips,  on  home  stations,  to  constitute 
or  adci}it  tendvre  manned  from  their  crew  to  lie  a  (tart  of  their  fon*e,  authorized  under 
the  original  commission  of  the  ship  to  take  prized  fur  the  benefit  of  the  king's  ship,  a 
nular  question  has  been  discussed  before  the  iMnU  of  Api>eal,  as  to  the  effect  of 
■och  a  practice  in  the  West  Indies,  on  the  claim  of  The  Abergavenny  to  >haro  in  the 
eapcare  of  Curacoa,  in  virtue  of  the  presence  and  coo[>c ration  of  a  tender  so  const i- 
iBted,  and  sent  out  to  cruise  by  the  captain  of  tliat  ship  without  the  intervention  of 
aay  public  antliority,  when  the  Court  of  Appeal  decided  against  the  claim.  The  Lland 
of  Coxacoa  and  its  Dependencies,  Lords,  May  4, 1805. 

TOL.   T,  17 
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distinguished  from  that^  of  yesterday,  where  there  was  reason  to 
believe,  from  the  evidence  of  the  mate,  that  the  master  had  delivered 
his  cargoes  in  Dutch  ports ;  although  that  circumstance  was  altoge- 
ther suppressed  by  the  master  in  his  deposition.     That  fact,  con- 
nected with  the  original  character  of  the  vessel,  and  of  the  master, 
seemed  to  the  court  to  amount  to  a  case  of  Dutch  occupa* 
[  •  284  ]  tion,  and  the  vessel  *  was  on  that  ground  condemned.     Here 
the  occupation  is  certainly  much  slighter.     It  is  not  denied 
that  a  native  Prussian  might  have  engaged  in  such  an  adventure, 
without  drawing  on  himself  the  consequences  of  a  Dutch  character. 
He  might  unquestionably  have  resorted  to  the  Dutch  coast  for  the 
purpose  of  fishing ;  as  it  is,  indeed,  not  unusual  for  fishermen  to  fre- 
quent very  distant  shores.     Then  the  only  question  will  be,  whether 
this  man,  being  a  native  Dutchman,  and  a  Prussian  subject  by  domi- 
cil  only,  but  of  seven  years'  continuance,  and  not  having  recently  taken 
it  up  for  any  purposes  connected  with  the  present  war,  would  be 
differently  affected  by  this  employment     I  am  disposed  to  hold  that 
he  would  not.     It  was  open  to  him  to  go  to  the  coasts  of  Holland  to 
carry  on  his  fishery  in  his  Prussian  character ;  he  was  also  at  liberty 
to  sell  his  cargoes  at  sea,  as  he  appears  to  have  done,  in  every 
instance,  to  British  vessels,  who  have  lately  been  very  numerous  on 
the  coasts  of  Holland,  and  might  be  expected  to  furnish  a  good  mar- 
ket for  commodities  of  that  kind.     The  only  circumstance  that  can 
raise  a  doubt  is,  that  he  appears  to  have  resorted  to  the  Texel  for 
bait.     It  is  said  that  this,  though  in  itself  a  slight  circumstance, 
afibrds  no  immaterial  indication  of  the  Dutch  character,  and  of  the 
Dutch  origin  of  this  employment     But  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  this  circumstance  alone,  unconnected  with  any  habits  of  deliver- 
ing his  cargoes  in  the  Dutch  ports,  will  be  sufficient  to  affect  him 
with  a  Dutch  character.     To  hold  otherwise,  would,  I  think,  be  to 
press  the  doctrine  of  occupation  rather  too  rigidly,  against  a  class  of 
cases  which  has  usually  been  very  favorably  considered,  and  treated 
with  peculiar  lenity  and  forbearance. 
R(;.stitution. 


*  Jongc  Jerocni,  Krom,  condemned  9tli  October,  1804. 
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•The  Comet,  Adams.  [•285] 

October  10,  1804. 

CondemiiAtioii  in  tbe  court  of  tho  enemy  on  a  ship  Ij'inf;  in  a  neutral  port.  Ilenric  and 
BAuria,  Muyru.  Prohibition  on  the  part  of  the  neutral  country  as  to  this  practice.  How 
far  aflccting  the  principle.    Fact  of  such  prohil)ition  not  proved. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  British  vessel,  that  had  been  captured  by  the 
French,  and  sold  in  a  Spanish  port,  after  a  condemnation  had  passed 
in  the  courts  of  France. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King's  Advocate  contended  —  That 
the  present  case  was  distinguishable  from  The  Henric  and  Maria,^  by 
this  circomstance,  that  the  government  of  Spain  had  actually  pro- 
hibited the  sale  of  vessels  so  situated  in  Spanish  ports.  That  all 
the  reasoning  which  was  drawn  from  the  acquiescence  and  sanction 
of  the  neutral  state,  in  former  cases,  would  therefore  fail,  and  that 
this  must  be  considered  as  an  illegal  transfer. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  it  was  said  —  That  the  prohibition 
alluded  to  had  not  issued  till  after  the  sale  of  this  vessel. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     There  is,  I  think,  abundant  evidence  to  show 
that  the  argument  raised  on  a  supposed  contravention  of  the  Spanish 
law  is  not  founded  on  fact.     The  sale   passed  by  public  auction, 
which  would  scarcely  have  been  going  on  after  such  a  practice  had 
been  prohibited  by  proclamation.     Tlicre  is,  besides,  the  certificate  of 
the  British  consul,  stating  the  prohibition  to  have  been  subseciuent  to 
this  sale.     It  will,  therefore,  not  fall  within  the  range  of  tlie  principle 
on  which  the  distinction  has  been  raised.     Stripped  of  this 
•circumstance,  the  case  comes  exactly  under  the  authority  [  *  2S6  ] 
of  The  Ilenric  and  Maria,  in  which  this  court  pretty  strongly 
intimated  its  opinion,  as  to  the  correct  |)rinciple  of  law,  at  the  same 
time  that  it  found  itself  bound  by  the  current  of  former  practice  to 
restore.     That  case  has,  I  understand,  been  argued  before  the  Lords 
of  Appeal,  and  is  now  waiting  for  the  judgment  of  that  court.-     Till 


•  Snjtra^  vol  it.  p.  43. 

*  [The  dcciflon  was  affirmed  August  7,  1807.    See  the  case,  4  C.  Kob.  43.] 
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the  opinion  of  the  Superior  Court  is  expressed,  I  shall  adhere  to  the 
same  course  of  decision,  and  restore  the  vessel. 
Expenses  prayed,  not  given. 


The  Apollo,  Karsdadt. 

October  11, 1804. 

• 

Blockade  of  Dieppe.    Excuse  OTerraled. 

Complaint  against  the  mode  of  taking  the  master's  depositions  —  contradicted,  not  sostaiiMd. 

[Persistence  of  the  master  after  warning,  a  ground  of  condemnation.]  ^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  proceeded  against  for  a  breach  of  the 
blockade  of  Dieppe,  after  h'^eiving  had  due  warning  noted  on  her 
papers.  In  the  depositions,  the  master  and  all  the  other  witnesses 
appeared  to  have  said,  ''  that  the  master  on  being  warned,  dedared 
that  he  was  bound  to  Dieppe,  and  could  not  go  anywhere  else,  and 
that  if  he  could  obtain  a  fair  wind,  he  should  run  into  Dieppe ; "  and 
his  conduct  was  represented  as  conformable  to  this  declaration,  in 
hovering  on  the  coast  of  Dieppe.  An  affidavit  was  now  offered  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  complaining  that  his  answer  to  the  interroga- 
tories had  been  incorrectly  taken ;  and  that  he  had  never  made  such 
a  declaration,  or  entertained  an  intention  of  going  into  Dieppe,  after 
the  warning. 

[  *  287  ]      *  On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  objected 
to  this  affidavit  being  received,  observing  that  no  notice  had 
been  taken  of  any  such  misunderstanding  till  the  6th  of  October,  a 
few  days  before  the  hearing ;  and  that  it  was  not  entitled  to  credit 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  first  question  which  I  have  to  determine  is, 
how  far  the  depositions  can  be  taken  to  contain  a  true  representation 
of  the  facts.  If  they  cannot,  the  court  undoubtedly  will  be  under  the 
necessity  of  resorting  to  some  other  source  of  information.  An  affi- 
davit has  been  offered  on  the  part  of  the  master,  complaining  that  he 
has  been  very  greatly  misrepresented  in  these  depositions ;  but  I  am 


1  [The  Shepherdess,  5  C.  Bob.  262.] 
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of  opinion  that  this  complaint  comes  in  a  manner  which  does  not 
entitle  it  to  be  received  by  the  court  It  is  a  very  lenient  mode  of 
administering  justice,  that  prevails  in  these  courts,  to  take  the  evi- 
dence, in  the  first  instance,  only  from  the  captured,  who  are  produced, 
in  the  presence  of  the  agents  of  the  parties,  before  the  commissioners 
and  actuary,  whose  duty  it  is  to  superintend  the  regularity  of  the 
proceeding,  and  to  protect  the  witnesses  from  surprise,  or  misrepre- 
sentation. When  the  deposition  is  taken,  each  sheet  is  afterwards 
read  over  to  the  witness,  and  separately  signed  by  him,  and  then  be- 
comes evidence  common  to  both  parties ;  it  being  very  rarely  permit- 
ted to  the  captor  to  produce  any  evidence.  The  principle,  therefore, 
on  which  the  evidence  is  conducted,  is  as  favorable  to  the  claimant 
as  it  can  possibly  be.  If  any  of  these  precautions  are  omitted,  it 
would  be  competent  to  the  party  to  complain  immediately,  and  if 
Bach  a  complaint  was  regularly  made,  it  would  become  a 
•  duty  most  pressing  on  the  conscience  of  the  court,  to  insti-  [  *  298  ] 
tatc  the  most  accurate  in(]uiry  into  the  grounds  of  such 
eomplaint  In  this  case  nothing  of  the  kind  has  been  done;  but 
when  the  cause  is  opened,  and  the  depositions  are  read,  then  some- 
thing is  produced  in  the  form  of  an  aflidavit,  which  is  to  have  the 
effect  of  overruling  all  the  evidence  that  has  been  takcMi  in  the  solemn 
manner  already  described.  I  think  I  am  bound  to  reject  this  ailidavit 
in  tolo^  and  I  cannot  but  consider  it  as  an  unjust  imputation  ^  on 
those  who  have  the  the  functions  of  the  court,  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  the  evidence,  delegated  to  them.  Then  I  am  to  consider  the 
case  on  the  representation  which  the  master  and  the  other  witnesses 
have  given.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  sailed  ignorant  of  the 
blockade  which  had  been  imposed  on  the  port  of  *  Dieppe  ^  [  •  289  ] 


1  On  a  subsequent  day,  in  an:}wor  to  the  intiniation  which  liad  bcon  directed  1>y  the 
court  to  bo  con\*e}'ed  to  the  eouunLHsionen*  and  aetuary,  lK.*toro  whom  the  de|>0!tition8 
w«iv  taken,  of  the  ehai^e  made  a^in>t  their  proceeding  in  the  ina.>iter*s  atlidavit,  it 
wasi  UkentloDed  hy  the  Kings  .lf/r(/(Vf/i,that  tlie  inti>q)reter,  Mr.  Closes  llart,  liad  made 
an  alfidavit,  stating,  **that  he  had  l>eeii  twenty  years  eniphtyed  as  Gennan  interpn'ter, 
under  the  coniiniiiAoners  of  the  court  at  Portsmouth,  and  that  he  had  jM^ssessi'd  a  com- 
petent knowledge  of  the  Ciennan  language,  from  beinjr  bom  a  Jew  in  Anu^tenlam, 
where  the  Gennan  lan^niaj^e  is  us^ually  <i»oken  amongst  Jewsi,  and  from  a  {iul>:«e(|uent 
rcMdence  of  many  years  as  a  printer  in  Berlin  ;  tluit  the  deiH>sitii>ns  were  taken  with 
l^reat  caution,  and  carefully  read  over,  and  inteq>reted  to  the  witness;  that  the  ae- 
rouni  of  the  declaration  therein  contained  was  accurately  taken  down  from  the  words 
of  tbe  maiter."  The  King's  Advocate  stated  also  tluit  there  were  alHdavits  from  the 
captain  and  officers  of  the  blockading  frigate,  reprci^entiug  the  conduct  of  the  sihip  to 
ha«e  been  coofonnable  to  the  decbratiou  of  the  master,  as  represented  in  his  dei>osi- 
tiuns. 

*  Bjr  notification,  9th  Angost,  1804. 
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but  she  was  duly  warned,  and  the  master  does  not  say  that 
he  did  not  understand  the  warning.  I  accede  to  what  has  been 
observed,  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  that  such  a  warning  might  be 
allowed  to  be  received,  at  first,  with  some  hesitation,  and  that  it 
would  not  be  the  disposition  of  the  court  to  take  advantage  of  any 
hasty  expressions  used  in  the  moment  of  surprise.  If  a  foolish  decla- 
ration was  made,  apparently  idle,  and  without  a  persevering,  obstinate 
intention  of  carrying  it  into  execution,  it  would,  I  think,  be  a  harsh 
exercise  of  the  rights  of  war  to  press  such  a  hasty  declaration  to  the 
disadvantage  of  the  master,  and  more  especially  to  the  forfeiture  of 
the  property  of  others  intrusted  in  some  measure  to  his  discretion.* 
But  if  such  a  declaration  is  made,  and  accompanied  by  such  circum- 
stances as  impress  on  the  mind  of  the  court  a  conviction  that  the 
master  was  persisting  in  a  serious  determination  of  acting  agreeably 
to  it,  the  captor  is  not  bound  to  wait  till  he  proceeds  to  carry  his 
design  into  execution ;  it  is  sufficient  that  he  had  made  a  deliberate 
declaration,  accompanied  with  such  facts  as  induce  the  court  to  be- 
lieve that  he  really  intended  to  carry  it  into  effect  It  is  said  that  a 
master,  in  such  a  situation,  would  be  under  much  distress  and  diffi- 
culty to  determine  where  he  should  go.  It  may  be  so ;  but  he  could 
be  under  no  doubt,  as  to  his  negative  duty,  as  it  may  be  called,  that 
he  was  not  to  go  into  the  blockaded  port.  It  must  be  clear  and  obvi- 
ous to  him,  that  the  neighborhood  of  the  blockaded  port  cannot  be 
considered  as  the  fit  locus  deliberandi  for  his  future  plans.  If  the 
court  was  to  admit  that  a  master  might  lie  to,  and  call  a  council  of 

his  own  thoughts,  or  of  those  of  his  crew,  in  such  a  place, 
[  *  290  ]  the  rights  of  blockade  could  no  longer  exist  to  any  *  purpose ; 

he  would  stay,  in  all  cases,  until  an  opportunity  offered  of 
slipping  into  the  interdicted  port.  It  would  be  practically  inconsist- 
ent with  the  exercise  of  this  right  of  war  to  hold,  that  the  blockading 
force  is  bound  to  stay  by  him,  and  wait  for  the  result  of  his  delibera- 
tion in  this  suspected  place.  On  the  contrary,  his  first  duty  is  obvi- 
ous,///g*e  litus;  that  neighborhood  is  at  all  events  to  be  avoided.  He 
is  bound,  on  the  first  notice,  to  take  himself  out  of  an  equivocal  situa- 
tion, and,  if  he  obstinately  refuses  and  neglects  so  to  do,  this  court 
will  hold,  till  it  is  corrected  by  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court, 
that  such  a  conduct  will  amount  to  a  breach  of  the  blockade,  and 
subject  the  vessel  to  condemnation.  Then  what  is  the  fact  ?  The 
master  declared,  according  to  the  depositions  of  himself,  and  of  the 
other  witnesses,  not  only  "  that  he  must  go,"  which  it  is  said  would 


1-  [The  Henric  &  Maria,  1  C.  Bob.  147.] 
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be  the  same  expression  in  German,  as  "  that  he  ought  to  go,"  but 
also  that  "  he  will  go  "  to  Dieppe,  and  after  due  warning  he  is  still 
found  near  the  same  place,  with  the  ship's  head  towards  Dieppe. 
Taking  this  representation  to  be  true,  as  I  am  bound  to  do,  it  ap- 
pears incredible  to  me,  I  confess,  that  he  should,  as  he  now  asserts, 
have  acted  in  this  manner,  without  any  intention  of  going  into 
Dieppe.  If,  however,  it  is  possible  that  this  assertion  can  be  true,  I 
have  only  to  lament,  as  I  have  abundant  occasion  to  do,  the  folly 
and  obstinacy  of  masters,  who  will  place  themselves  in  situations, 
which  it  is  impossible  for  the  court  to  admit  to  be  innocent,  without 
breaking  down  all  the  rules  on  which  alone  the  principle  of  blockade 
can  be  sustained.  On  these  grounds  I  feel  myself  obliged  to  pro- 
nounce this  vessel  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  blockade,  and  consequently 
subject  to  condemnation. 


•  Karasan,  Yeusef.  [  •  291  ] 

November  9  and  13,  1804. 

A  part-owner  of  a  privateer  not  exempt  from  his  general  responsibility  by  compensation />ro 

temtOf  and  a  release  of  the  claimant  as  to  him. 

This  was  a  case  on  a  monition,  calling  on  the  master  and  owners 
of  a  Gibraltar  privateer,  to  bring  in  the  account  of  sales  and  the  pro- 
ceed* of  a  ship  and  cargo,  captured  in  October,  1797,  and  carried  into 
the  island  of  Sardinia.^  On  the  part  of  one  of  the  owners  of  the  pri- 
vateer, a  release  was  brought  in,  and  it  was  prayed  that  the  monition 
might  be  superseded  as  against  him,  and  that  he  might  be  dismissed, 
on  a  suggestion  '<  that  he  had  settled  with  the  claimants,  according 
to  the  proportion  of  interest  which  he  held  in  the  privateer ;  that  he 
had  actusdly  paid  $'3,2oO,  and  had  obtained  a  release  and  acquit- 


>  This  case  arose  on  the  capture  of  a  Tunisaian  vessel,  taken  in  October,  1797,  and 
carried  into  Sardinia.  A  suit  was  first  instituted  in  the  Admiralty  Court  of  Gibraltar, 
calliD^  on  the  captor  to  proceed  to  adjudication,  but  the  case  was  pronounced  not  to 
he  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  court.  IVoccedings  were  then  commenced  in  the 
rCgh  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  a  monition  issued  the  4th  of  May,  1804,  citing  the 
matter  of  the  privateer  to  proceed  to  adjudication,  and  calling  on  the  several  ownen 
and  one  surety  to  see  proceedings.  On  the  same  day  a  farther  monition  was  also  de- 
creed against  the  owners  of  the  privateer,  and  against  one  surety,  **  to  bring  in  the 
pnxceds  of  the  ihip  and  caiga" 
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tance  of  all  farther  demands  from  the  master,  acting  for  himself,  and 
under  a  full  power  of  attorney,  given  for  that  purpose  by  the  owners 
of  the  cargo." 

In  opposition  to  this  prayer,  the  King^s  Advocate  and 

[  *  292  ]  Arnold  contended  —  That  the  party  alleged  to  *  have  given 

the  release  was  not  competent  to  release  a  part-owner  of  a 

privateer  from  the  general  liability  which  by  law  attached  upon  him, 

and  which  might,  in  many  instances,  extend  far  beyond  the  amount 

of  his  particular  interest  in  the  ship. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  contended — That  the  release  was  as 
full  and  comprehensive  in  its  terms  as  it  could  be  made  ;  it  was  given 
in  the  names  of  all  interested  in  the  claim,  and  under  a  special  au- 
thority for  that  purpose,  delegated  to  the  master,  and  with  a  direct 
view  to  the  present  proceeding  before  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 
When  the  intention  of  the  claimants  to  apply  to  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  was  first  intimated,  the  party  had  expressed  a  wish  to 
make  immedia^te  compensation.  He  was  entitled,  therefore,  to  as 
much  protection  as  the  court  could  afford  him,  from  the  readiness 
which  he  had  shown  to  satisfy  the  demands  of  justice,  by  a  voluntary 
and  early  reparation. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     The  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court 
is,  whether  this  person  can  be  dismissed  from  being  a  party  in  the 
suit ;  not  whether  he  shall  be  decreed  to  pay  the  money,  since  the 
merits  of  the  case  are  not  at  present  before  me.    It  is  not  denied  that 
the  suit  must  proceed  against  others,  and  that  some  persons  may  be 
held  liable  to  costs  and  damages  for  the  acts  which  have  been  com- 
mitted by  the  master  of  the  privateer ;  but  it  is  contended  that  this 
part-owner  is  entitled  to  be  exonerated  and  released  from 
[  •  293  ]  all  farther  appearance,  in  virtue  of  a  formal  release  *  exe- 
cuted to  him  by  the  claimant.     I  will  not  now  enter  into 
any  discussion  of  the  validity  of  the  release,  in  respect  to  form  ;  per- 
haps the  objection  on  that  point  may  not  turn  out  to  be  material 
Supposing  the  case  to  stand  free  of  all  objections  of  that  kind,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  release  cannot  avail,  to  exempt  this  person  from 
being  held  a  party  to  the  suit,  to  which  all  the  owners  of  a  privateer 
are,  in  the  first  instance,  liable,  and  not  merely  for  their  own  shares 
respectively,  but  for  the  total  amount  of  what  may  be  awarded 
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against  them  all.^  The  foreigner,  who  executed  this  release  on  pay- 
ment of  a  share,  was  probably  ignorant  of  this  extensive  protec- 
tion which  the  law  had  given  him.  He  likewise  has  a  right  to  call 
open  them  all,  not  only  for  reparation,  but  also  for  all  the  information 
in  their  possession.  It  is  said  that  the  information  which  can  be  de- 
rived from  the  answers  of  this  person,  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  may  be 
obtained  from  him  as  a  witness.  Undoubtedly  it  might,  if  the  court 
could  dismiss  him  from  all  farther  observance  of  justice,  and  render 
him  a  person  wholly  uninterested,  but  that  is  more  than  I  think  my- 
self authorized  to  do. 

The  court  rejected  the  prayer  for  the  dismissal  of  this  party,  and 
decreed  attachments*  on  the  other  parties  who  had  not  made  any 
return  to  the  monition. 


•  The  Nostra  de  Conceicas,  Cunha,  master.     [  *  294  ] 

November  13,  1804. 

AmcUoratUm  as  to  fhips  purchased  nnder  an  illegal  title,  witliout  condemnation,  allowed 
under  the  circamstances  of  the  cose.'-'    Notice  that  such  allowance  will  not  be  continued. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  British  vessel  captured  by  a  Dutch  privateer, 
and  carried  to  the  coast  of  Africa,  and  there  sold  to  the  present 
claimant,  a  subject  of  Portugal,  without  having  been  brought  to  legal 
adjudication.  The  ship  was  decreed  to  be  restored  to  the  former 
owner.  An  application  being  made  on  behalf  of  the  neutral  pur- 
chaser, that  he  might  be  allowed  the  amount  of  sums  laid  out  upon 
the  vesseL 

The  Court  observed^—  In  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  invalidity 
of  the  title  might  not  be  known  to  the  Portuguese  purchaser,  I  should 
be  unwilliog  that  he  should  lose  the  benefit  of  any  money  which 


1  So  In  Lord  Stair^s  decisions  of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  Scotland,  9th  February, 
1475,  in  tbe  case  of  IVaris  v,  Martin,  v.  2,  p.  31i),  the  prayer  of  certain  part-owncn 
tt>  be  (ILumssed  on  payment  of  their  respective  sliares,  was  overruled ;  and  it  was  held 
thit  aD  the  owners  of  a  privateer  are  responsible  conjunctly  and  severally  in  solidum. 
In  tlttt  coUectkm  of  reports  may  be  seen  many  cases  on  prize  questions,  which  appear 
to  have  been  agitated  on  ver}*  jnst  principles,  and  may  be  consulted  with  advantage, 
especially  with  respeet  to  the  practice  of  those  times. 

s  [As  to  ameliorations^  see  The  Perseverance,  2  C.  Rob.  239,  and  note.] 
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may  have  been  actually  expended  in  the  improvement  of  the  ship. 
I  am  the  more  inclined  to  make  an  allowance  for  amelioration  in  the 
present  case,  because  it  is,  perhaps,  not  quite  clear  that  the  Dutch 
captor  did  not  take  his  prize  to  some  place  on  the  coast  of  Afiicai 
where  something  in  the  form  of  a  condemnation  might  pass,  though 
not  in  any  court  regularly  constituted  for  that  purpose.     K  there  shall 
appear  to  have  been  any  actual  amelioration,  therefore,  I  shall  direct 
the  Portuguese  purchaser  to  be  reimbursed.    At  the  same  time,  neutral 
merchants  must  observe,  that  this  is  an  allowance  which  the  court 
will  not  think  itself  bound  to  continue,  after  the  invalidity  of  these 
titles  has  has  been  so  generally  made  known  by  the  decrees  of  this 
court,  and  of  the  Superior  Court.^     If«  persons  will  accept 
[  *  295  ]  *  ships  in  this  manner,  after  such  a  notice,  it  must  be  at 
their  own  peril  that  they  proceed  to  lay  out  money  upon  a 
title  so  notoriously  invalid. 


The  Betsey,  Winpenny. 

November  22, 1804. 
Bail  for  cargo  taken  by  claimant,  not  reduced  to  the  amount  of  the  actual  proceeds  " 

This  was  a  case  of  an  application  made  to  the  court  on  the  part 
of  a  claimant,  who  had  taken  the  goods  on  bail  at  an  admitted  value, 
to  have  the  bail  reduced  to  the  actual  value  of  the  goods,  on  a  sugges- 
tion that  the  sale  had  not  produced  so  much  as  the  sum  at  which 
they  had  been  appraised. 

Court.  There  seems  to  be  no  pretence  for  this  application.  The 
party  took  the  cargo  not  merely  as  a  middleman,  as  he  has  been 
described  in  argument,  who  was  to  be  employed  to  sell  to  the  best 
advantage  for  the  use  of  the  jus  habentitim.  It  was  to  the  claimant 
himself  that  the  goods  were  delivered  at  his  own  desire,  and  at  an 
agreed  value,  by  which  the  amount  of  the  interest  in  dispute  was 
completely  concluded.  If  the  value  had  proved  much  greater  than 
the  appraised  sum,  the  captor  would  have  derived  no  benefit  from 
the  increase.     The  speculation  in  that  event  would  have  been  advan* 


1  [Perseverance,  Pelter,  Lords,  10th  August,  1803.] 

»  [The  Jonge  Bastiaan,  5  C.  Rob.  322,  ace. ;  nor  will  the  bail  bo  held  for  a  lugtt 


amount.    The  Kied  Elwin,  1  Dod.  53.] 
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tageoua  to  the  claimant  only ;  he  would  have  brought  in  no  more 

than  the  appraised  value.    The  adventure  being  unfavorable, 

the  same  valuation  *  must  be  adhered  to  as  equally  binding  [  *  296  ] 

ftgainst  him.     I  have  no  hesitation  in  rejecting  this  prayer, 

mnd  with  costs.^ 


•The  Joxge  Klassina,  Bol.  [*297] 

November  30,  1804. 

NAcional  rhanctcr  of  Mr.  Ravic. 

LiocDK  to  a  Briu:»h  merchant  to  import  not  extended  to  protect  shipments  made  by  him  in 

per>oa  in  an  cnem/s  countr}*,  as  a  merchant  of  that  country.     [A  merchant  may  have 

the  national  character  of  more  tlian  one  country.]  '-^ 

This  was  a  case  on  the  national  character  of  the  claimant  under 
the  particular  circumstances  of  this  transaction,  and  on  the  eficct  of 
a  license  granted  to  Mr.  Ravie,  of  Birmingham,  <<  for  the  importation 
of  certain  goods  from  Holland  into  this  country."  The  question  was, 
whether  it  could  operate  to  protect  a  shipment  made  by  him  in  per- 
soiK  in  Holland,  and  under  papers  describing  the  firm  of  his  house,  as 
**  Ravie  &  Co.  of  Amsterdam." 


>  So  as  to  salvage  cases  in  The  Jongc  Bashan,  Slcgtin,  17th  Februar}*,  1806,  in 
which  a  proportional  salvage  had  Ix'cn  decreed.  The  owners  had  taken  the  cargo  on 
hail,  at  an  appraised  value.  An  application  was  afterwards  made  to  the  court  to  reduce 
tbe  rate  of  salvage,  on  a  suggestion  that  it  exceeded  the  net  proceeds,  owing  to  the 
expenses  attending  the  sale. 

The  roart  rejected  the  petition. 

So.  in  The  Graaf  BcmstoHTf  April  3,  1803.  In  respect  to  the  expenses  attending 
the  sale  of  a  cai^  taken  on  bail  by  the  claimant,  and  afterwards  condemned,  it  was 
ofcjof  ted  on  the  fiart  of  the  claimant  that  the  registrar  and  mert-hants  had  refused  to 
aBow  certain  charges  made  for  warehouse  room,  and  exi)enses  attending  the  conversion 
of  the  property.  But  the  court  overruled  the  objection,  obser>'ing,  —  I  can  have  no 
iMtation  as  to  any  expenses  incurred  alter  the  profMirty  was  taken  on  bail ;  the  captor 
eannac  be  liable  to  any  such  charges.  It  was  a  iree  speculation  on  tin;  part  of  the 
clamant  to  take  the  property  at  an  appraised  value,  with  all  the  cliargt^s  attending  it. 
As  it  a|)peare  that  a  sum  of  1,X(h»/.  lias  lieen  retained  in  the  hands  of  the  claimant  under 
tlie  jirctext  of  this  objection,  I  ^hall  overrule  the  objection,  and  decree  interest  to  be 
fnifl  ttir  the  monej  so  detained. 

*  r^See  The  Fdrtland,  3  C.  Rob.  41,  and  note.] 
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On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Bjohinson, 
The  effect  of  the  license  can  extend  no  farther  than  to  protect  a  ship- 
ment made  for  the  account  of  Mr.  Ravie  in  his  character  of  an  Eng- 
lish merchant.  It  was  a  license  to  import  in  the  character  of  a  British 
merchant,  and  could  not  enure  to  protect  a  transaction  conducted  by 
the  person  himself  in  Holland,  as  a  merchant  of  Holland,  and  in  the 
character  rather  of  an  exporter  from  the  country  of  the  enemy,  than 
merely  as  importer  into  this  country.  Mr.  R.  is  shown  in  the  evi- 
dence to  have  been  present  in  Holland ;  and  though  it  is  said  that  he 
was  there  only  on  his  way  from  the  German  fairs,  it  nowhere  appears 
what  was  the  particular  nature  or  duration  of  his  residence  in  Hol- 
land. He  had  a  known  firm  at  Amsterdam,  to  which  letters  were 
addressed,  and  his  business  is  stated  by  himself  ^^  to  be  carried  on  by 
his  agent  in  Amsterdam,  except  when  he  is  there  himself."  It  may 
be  true  that  he  has  an  extensive  establishment  at  Binning^ 
[  •  298  ]  ham  ;  but  if  he  has  at  the  same  time  a  commercial  *  esta- 
blishment in  another  country,  his  transactions  must  be  refe^ 
red  respectively,  as  to  their  national  character,  to  the  country  in  which 
they  originate^  In  this  transaction  he  appears  to  have  been  conducting 
his  concerns  under  the  protection  of  the  Dutch  government,  and  as  a 
person  incorporated  in  the  commerce  of  Holland.  Under  these 
circumstances  he  must  be  taken  as  a  Dutch  exporter  of  these  goods, 
rather  than  as  the  British  importer,  and  the  license  granted  to  him  in 
the  latter  character  will  not  extend  to  protect  his  interest  in  a  ship- 
ment made  by  him  in  his  former  capacity.  The  description  of  the 
property  in  the  bills  of  lading  is,  besides,  at  variance  with  the  terms 
of  the  license,  which  empower  him  "  to  import,  &c.,  certain  articles, 
being  his  property ; "  whereas  the  goods  are  stated  in  the  "bills  of 
lading  to  be  coming  for  the  account  and  risk  of  Mr.  Berry,  of 
Topsham. 

On  the  part  of  Mr.  Ravie,  Laurence  referred  to  the  affidavits  that 
had  been  brought  in  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  and  contended,  That 
Mr.  Ravie  was  not  to  be  considered  as  a  merchant  of  Holland ;  that 
the  shipment  had  been  made  by  him  on  his  return  from  the  German 
fairs  ;  that  he  had  not  any  established  domicil  in  Holland  ;  that  there 
was  no  ground  to  impute  to  him  any  other  national  character  than  that 
of  a  British  merchant,  in  which  character  he  had  been  before  known  in 
this  court,  in  transactions  originating  in  his  house  of  trade  at  Birming- 
ham. On  the  second  point,  respecting  the  disagreement  of  the  property- 
with  the  terms  of  the  license,  it  was  argued  that  the  goods  were  actu- 
ally coming  on  the  account  and  risk  of  Mr.  Ravie,  since  it  was 
[  *  299  ]  a  part  of  his  agreement  with  the  person  at  *  Topsham,  that 
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Mr.  Ravie  should  guarantee  the  goods  until  their  arrival  in  a  British 
port 

JUDOMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  arises  on  the  claim  of  Mr.  Ravie, 
describing  himself  as  "  Ravie  of  Birmingham,"  for  certain  goods 
coming  to  be  imported  into  this  kingdom  from  Holland,  under  the 
authority  of  a  license.  In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  the  terms  of  the 
license  must  be  considered  as  the  only  authority  under  which  the 
goods  can  be  imported  by  a  British  subject  from  the  enemy's  country ; 
and  I  may  here  observe,  that  it  would  not  be  the  disposition  of  this 
court  to  narrow  the  operation  qf  such  a  license,  more  especially  under 
the  severe  pressure  which  the  commercial  concerns  of  British  mer- 
chants have  sustained  from  the  war.  Mr.  Ravie  appears  to  be  a 
person  engaged  very  extensively  in  the  manufactures  of  this  country, 
in  the  employment  of  our  artisans,  and  in  the  export  and  import 
trade  of  the  country ;  and  it  will  be  to  be  lamented,  if  exertions  so 
laudable  and  so  prosperous  should'  meet  with  any  check  from  the 
effects  of  war.  But  if  such  a  misfortune  should  have  befallen  him, 
I  need  not  say,  that  it  is  out  of  the  power  of  this  court  to  aflbrd  relief 
against  the  necessary  conclusions  of  law.  The  province  of  this  court 
(»n  extend  no  farther  than  to  pronounce  whether  the  transaction 
comes  fairly  and  adequately  within  the  terms  of  the  license,  under 
which  alone  it  can  be  supported. 

The  license  was  granted  to  Mr.  Ravie  to  import  certain  goods. 
*<  being  bis  property."  On  the  question  relating  to  the  property,  con- 
sidering the  terms  on  which  the  goods  are  now  stated  to 
have  been  •  shipped  "  for  Mr.  Berry,  but  at  the  risk  of  Mr.  [  *  300  J 
Ravie  during  the  voyage,"  I  am  disposed  to  hold  that  this 
provision  of  the  license,  which  refers  to  the  description  of  property, 
has  been  sufficiently  complied  with.  But  it  appears  that  Mr.  Ravie 
was  not  only  the  importer,  but  the  exporter  also ;  that  he  was  person- 
aUy  present  in  Holland,  superintending  the  shipment  according  to 
the  evidence,  as  it  is  now  explained,  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  merchant  of  that  country  would  have  done.  So  the  master 
describes  him  in  the  additional  affidavit  which  has  been  permitted  to 
be  introduced.  What  is  it  that  the  broker  does,  on  being  employed 
by  the  master  to  procure  a  freight  ?  He  goes  to  Mr.  Ravie,  as  a  man 
would  go  to  a  known  merchant  of  this  place.  Mr.  Ravie  appears  to 
have  been  the  shipper.  He  contracts  with  the  broker,  and  is  de- 
scribed in  the  charter-party  as  *'  Ravie  and  Co.,  merchants  at  Amster- 
dam." Am  I,  then,  at  liberty  to  say  that  this  is  a  transaction  which 
comes  fairly  within  the  terms  of  the  license,  or  that  it  is  lawful  for 

VOL.  ▼.  18 
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any  individual  to  ingraft  the  character  of  Dutch  exporter  on  a  license 
granted  to  him  as  a  British  merchant  to  import?  If  it  could  be 
shown  that  there  was  any  necessity,  or  any  consideration  of  policy, 
that  required  such  an  indulgence,  the  proper  mode  would  be,  that  it 
should  be  presented  to  the  view  of  the  government,  at  the  time  when 
the  license  is  obtained ;  and  then  permission  to  that  extent  might  be 
inserted  in  the  terms  of  the  license  itself.  Without  such  a  declaration 
of  the  intention  of  government,  for  this  court  to  apply  the  license  to 
the  protection  of  such  a  transaction  as  this  is,  would  be,  I  think,  to 

carry  it  far  beyond  the  fair  construction  which  the  terms  of 
[  •301  ]  the  •  grant  will  bear.     I  am  far  from  imputing  to  Mr.  Ravie 

any  improper  motive  in  this  affair.  A  breach  of  native  alle- 
giance it  could  not  be,  as  Mr.  Ravie  does  not  appear  to  be  a  native 
subject  of  this  country.  I  will  go  farther  and  say,  that  there  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  an  intention  on  his  part  of  violating  any  duties 
which  he  owed  to  this  country.  The  motive  was,  I  dare  say,  merely 
commercial,  and,  perhaps,  within  his  apprehension  of  what  was  per- 
mitted to  him  under  the  terms  of  his  grant.  But,  I  fear  that  this  is 
his  exposition  only,  and  not  one  which  the  law  will  allow  me  to  en- 
tertain. If  trade  with  the  enemy  is  generally  unlawful,  it  is  not  in 
the  power  of  this  court  to  admit  it,  beyond  the  degree  which  is  fairly 
described  in  the  terms  of  the  license.  The  hardship  of  the  case  has 
been  strongly  pressed,  on  a  representation  that  Mr.  Ravie  went  to 
Holland  only  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  debts,  and  on  his  retom 
from  the  fair  at  Frankfort.  The  court  has  looked  anxiously  into  the 
evidence,  to  see  on  what  ground  such  an  assertion  was  founded ;  be- 
cause, if  it  had  appeared  that  this  was  a  solitary  instance  of  engag- 
ing in  Dutch  commerce,  the  court  would  be  induced  to  strain  hard  to 
escape  from  the  necessity  of  pronouncing  the  property  subject  to  con- 
fiscation. Something  of  that  kind  does  appear,  indeed,  in  the  affida- 
vits ;  but  of  the  persons  who  make  those  affidavits,  I  must  say  that 
they  seem  to  know  more  of  Ravie's  affairs  than  Mr.  Ravie  himself. 
I  have  looked  into  his  affidavit,  and  can  discover  nothing  respecting  the 

particular  purpose  of  collecting  debts.  All  that  he  says,  is, 
[  •  302  ]  "  that  after  the  Frankfort  fair,  he  went  to  HoUand  '  to  *  settle 

some  mercantile  concerns.' "  Those  concerns  might  be  all 
future  arrangements.  Without  assenting  to  the  principle,  that  a  British 
merchant  could,  with  strict  propriety,  go  in  any  case  into  the  enemy's 
country  without  the  authority  of  the  state,  the  court  might  be  dis- 
posed to  exert  the  utmost  indulgence  that  could  be  consistent  with 
the  rule  of  law,  for  the  relief  of  a  person  who  had  found  himself  in 
the  enemy's  country,  in  transitu,  merely,  and  for  occasional  purposes 
only,  not  originally  connected  with  this  transaction.    But  when  I 
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look  at  Mr.  Ravie'8  afiidavit,  I  can  find  no  grounds  for  considering 
bis  case  as  that  of  a  man  merely  stepping  over  the  line  of  demarka- 
tion,  and  making  shipments  only  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  his 
debts. 

This  brings  mc  to  the  consideration  of  Mr.  Ravic's  national  cha- 
racter. It  is  not  said  what  is  his  native  character,  but  it  is  much  in- 
sisted on  that  he  is  settled  in  this  (K)untry,  and  engaged  in  extensive 
manofactures  here.  Mr.  Ravie  must  know,  and  those  who  have 
stated  his  case  know  perfectly  well,  that  his  meritorious  establishment 
in  this  country,  to  the  extent  which  I  have  stated,  cannot  be  permit- 
ted to  affect  this  question.  A  man  may  have  mercantile  concerns  in 
two  countries ;  and  if  he  acts  as  a  merchant  of  both,  he  must  be  lia- 
ble to  be  considered  as  a  subject  of  both,  with  regard  to  the  transac- 
tions originating  respectively  in  those  countries.  That  he  has  no 
fixed  compting-house  in  the  enemy's  country,  will  not  be  decisive; 
how  much  of  the  great  mercantile  concerns  of  this  kingdom  is  car- 
ried on  in  coffee-houses  ?  A  very  considerable  portion  of 
the  great  insurance  *  business  is  so  conducted.  It  is,  indeed,  [  *  303  J 
a  vain  idea,  that  a  compting-house  or  fixed  establishment  is 
necessary  to  make  a  man  a  merchant  of  any  place ;  if  he  is  there 
himself,  and  acts  as  a  merchant  of  that  place,  it  is  suflicient;  and  the 
mere  want  of  a  fixed  compting-house  there,  will  make  no  breach  in 
the  mercantile  character  which  may  well  exist  without  it.  Mr. 
Ravie*s  own  representation  is,  "  that  he  went  to  Holland  for  the  pur- 
pose of  arranging  his  mercantile  concerns,  and  that  he  has  for  a  long 
time  carried  on  trade  and  business  at  Birmingham."  As  to  his  busi- 
ness at  Birmingham,  I  may  dismiss  the  whole  of  that  circumstance, 
as  what  cannot  admit  of  a  doubt.'  The  question  will  still  remain, 
whether  he  is  not  also  a  merchant  of  Holland,  in  this  particular  trans- 
action. He  says,  "  that  he  employs  Mr.  V.  as  his  agent  at  Amster- 
dam, to  receive  letters,  and  that  letters  are  addressed  to  him  there  to 
Ravie  and  Company,  at  Amsterdam."  This  circumstance  has  been 
contended  to  be  parallel  with  the  case  of  Mr.  Portalis,  who  had  agents 
at  Bordeaux,  and  at  various  other  places,  whilst  he  himself  was 
resident  at  Neufchatel.  But  there  is  this  distinction  which  has  been 
overlooked,  —  that  Mr.  Portalis  did  not  appear  to  have  been  personally 
present  at  Bordeaux  ;  he  might  have  agents  in  different  parts  of  the 
world,  but  he  himself  was  resident  at  Neufchatel.  If  he  had  been 
himself  at  Bordeaux,  that  fact  might  have  made  a  very  material 
difference  in  his  case.  What  is  the  situation  of  Mr.  Ravie  in  this 
respect  ?  He  says,  *•  that  he  has  employed  agents  at  Amsterdam, 
eieept  at  those  times  when  he  finds  it  convenient  to  go  there," 
which  may  be  three  or  five  times  in  a  year ;  at  such  times  I  am  to 
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[  *  304  ]  suppose  that  *  he  did  not  employ  agents,  but  transacted  his 
own  business.  What  is  meant  by  a  nominal  firm  at  that 
place,  which  I  perceive  in  several  passages  of  these  affidavits,  I  am 
at  a  loss  to  understand,  since  Mr.  Ravie  appears  to  have  been  as  sub- 
stantially employed  in  the  trade  of  Amsterdam,  as  any  other  mer- 
cantile firm  of  that  place.  The  character  in  which  he  stands  before 
the  court,  in  this  particular  transaction,  corresponds  exactly  with  thia 
view  of  his  general  connection  with  that  place.  The  charter-party  is 
brought,  not  to  Mr.  V.,  his  agent,  but  to  himself,  and  he  signs  it  as  a 
merchant  of  Amsterdam.  It  would,  I  conceive,  be  too  much  for  me 
to  pronounce,  that  this  can  legally  be  done ;  or,  in  effect,  that  a  man 
may  go  to  the  enemy's  country  as  often  as  he  pleases,  under  the 
authority  of  a  license  of  this  kind,  and  there  act  as  a  Dutch  merchant, 
carrying  on  the  export  trade  of  that  country.  I  feel,  I  hope,  as  much 
as  other  persons,  for  the  difficulties  under  which  the  commerce  of  this 
country,  and  commercial  men,  may  be  placed  by  the  events  of  war; 
but  it  is  not  in  my  power  to  bend  the  principles  of  law  for  their  relief. 
If  it  is  fit  that  such  relief  should  be  afforded,  it  must  be  given  else- 
where and  by  higher  powers.  This  court  has  no  authority  to  exercise 
such  a  discretion,  but  is  under  the  painful  necessity  of  pronouncing 
this  property  subject  to  condemnation. 


[  •  305  ]  *  The  Charlotte,  Koltzenberg. 

November  16,1804. 

Contraband.    Masts,  Russian  property  and  prodncc,  not  being  on  board  a  Bossian  ship,  not 

within  the  protection  of  the  Russian  treaty .^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  cargo  of  masts  and  spars,  taken  in  a  Lubeck 
ship,  on  a  voyage  from  Riga  to  Nantes,  being  the  produce  of  Russia, 
and  claimed  as  the  property  of  a  merchant  of  that  country. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence, 
Masts,  more  particularly  those  of  the  large  dimensions  of  the  present 
cargo,  are  universally  considered  as  articles  per  se  contraband,  without 


I  [For  note  of  treaties  respecting  contraband,  sec  The  Twcndo  Brodre,  4  C.  Rob. 
33.] 
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reference  to  the  particular  character  of  the  port  to  which  they  are 
going.     They  are  articles  for  military  use,  in  a  manufactured  state  ; 
and  stand,  in  this  respect,  on  a  different  footing  from  pitch,  tar,  and 
hemp,  in  regard  to  which  a  general  relaxation  has  been  admitted  in 
favor  of  merchants  exporting  such  articles,  as  the  produce  and  raw 
commodities  of  their  own  country.     Masts  have  never  been  consi- 
dered as  within  the  range  of  this  relaxation,  unless  excepted  by  par- 
ticular stipulations  of  treaty.     Between  this  country  and  Russia  a 
late  treaty  has  di.ntinctly  provided  a  rule  of  law  for  questions  of  con- 
traband ;  but  that  treaty  will  not  extend  to  protect  cargoes  like  the 
present,  consisting  of  articles  in  their  nature  contraband,  and  not  on 
board  a  vessel  of  the  exporting  country.     It  has  been  admitted  in 
argument  in  other  cases,  that  the  stipulation  of  former  treaties  with 
Russia,  with  respect  to  the  carrying  of  contraband  articles,  regarded 
only  the  navigation  of  Russia,  and  was  restricted  to  the  case  of  Rus- 
sian produce  and  property  on  board  Russian  ships.     In  a 
case  *  in  which  that  *  topic  had  been  adverted  to,  the  court  [  *  306  ] 
expressed  an  opinion  that  the  late  treaty  could  not  be  held 
to  have  introduced  any  alteration  on  that  point;  but  that  it  was  to 
be  considered  as  providing  for  the  freedom  of  commerce  only,  as 
connected  with  the  navigation  of  Russia,  that  is,  on  board  Russian 
ships.     Indeed  the  whole  tenor  of  those  articles  of  the  treaty  which 
relate  to  this  question  will  be  found  to  refer  to  the  situation  of  pro- 
perty on  board  Russian  ships.     The  provisions  on  this  subject  are  to 
be  found  in  the  third  and  fourth  articles,  which  clearly  point  to  the 
immunities  of  Russian  ships.      The  third  article  stipulates  for  the 
freedom  of  commerce  and  navigation  ;  "that  the  ships  of  the  neutral 
power  may   navigate  freely   to  the  enemy,  &c.  ; "   that  the  eflects 
embarked  on  board  the  neutral  ships  shall  be  free,  with  the  exception 
of  contraband  of  war,  and  of  enemies'  property.     Then  follows  an 
enumeration  of  contraband,  excepting,  however,  "such  quantities  of 
the  said  articles  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  defence  of  the  ship," 
pointing,  even  in  this  particular  enumeration,  to  the  case  of  a  Rus- 
sian ship.     In  the  conclusion  of  that  article,  the  contracting  parties 
enter  into  the  most  formal  engagement  "  to  renew  the  severest  prohi- 
bitions to  their  captains,  whether  of  ships  of  war  or  merchantmen,  to 
take,  keep,  or  conceal  on  board  their  ships  any  of  the  articles  which, 
io  the  terms  of  the  present  convention,  may  be  reputed  contraband." 
The  tenor  of  such  an  engagement  relates  entirely  to  the  immunities 
and  obligations  of  Russian  ships ;  and  it  cannot  be  contended  that 


^  Apollo,  Botcher,  supra^  vol.  if.  p.  158. 

18  • 
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any  relaxation,  in  favor  of  articles  per  se  contraband,  has  been  intro- 
duced by  this  treaty,  except  in  connection  with  the  naviga- 
[  •  307  ]  tion  of  Russia,  or  *  on  board  Russian  ships.     It  will  be 
sufficient,  however,  to  advert  to  the  decision  of  a  late  case 
before  the  Lords,^  in  which  articles  of  a  similar  kind,  masts,  on 
board  a  Swedish  ship,  from  a  port  of  Russia  to  Cadiz,  and  claimed 
as  the  property  of  Mr.  Schriboom,  a  Russian  merchant  and  consol 
for  the  Swedish  nation,  were  condemned,  and  with  costs,  in  affirm- 
ance of  the  sentence  of  the  court  below.    The  present  question,  there- 
fore, is  a  question  concluded  in  this  court,  not  only  by  the  general 
principle  of  law,  but  by  the  express  decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  io 
a  case  exactly  similar. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Arnold  and  Robinson.  It  may  be 
material,  in  the  first  instance,  to  correct  a  position  which  has  been 
assumed  in  argument  on  the  other  side,  from  an  erroneous  assertion 
of  counsel  made  in  The  Apollo,  Botcher,^  namely,  that  the  former 
treaties  with  Russia  on  this  subject  referred  only  to  the  navigation  of 
Russia,  that  is,  to  Russian  ships.  If  former  treaties  are  consulted,  it 
will  be  found  that,  in  all  of  them,  the  same  or  similar  terms  are  used. 
The  treaty  of  1797,  article  10,  expresses  "  commercer,"  with  excep- 
tion of  contraband ;  the  treaty  of  1785,  1766,  "  to  come  and  trade 
freely  with  those  states,"  with  the  exception  of  contraband ;  the 
treaty  of  the  2d  December,  1734,  article  11,  "  Aller  Venir  and 
Commercer ; "  in  the  late  treaty,  freedom  of  commerce  and  navi- 
gation. The  terms,  therefore,  of  all  the  treaties  between  the  two 
countries  are  perfectly  corresponding,  and  of  the  same  import;  and 

whatever  the  true  construction  may  be,  it  is  not  to  be 
[  *  308  ]  assumed  *  that  there  has  been  any  variation,  or  that  the 

commerce  and  navigation  are  to  be  inseparably  connected 
in  the  interpretation  of  the  present  treaty,  merely  because  the  privi- 
lege was  confined  to  the  navigation  only,  and  to  Russian  ships,  by 
former  treaties.  The  fact  is  otherwise  ;  the  words  of  former  treaties 
contain  no  such  limitation.  It  will  be  material  to  inquire,  then, 
what  has  been  the  interpretation  of  those  treaties,  and  the  practice 
under  it.  It  may  be  fit,  however,  previously  to  observe,  that  if  a 
limitation  had  anciently  existed,  it  would  not  be  conclusive  in  the 
present  case;  inasmuch  as  the  claimant  would  be  entitled  to  the 
general  principle  applicable  to  all  cases  of  contraband,  namely,  that 


^  The  GraefTen  Van  Gothland,  August  19,  1803. 
3  Adm.  Rep.  vol.  4,  p.  158. 
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articles,  being  the  produce  of  the  exporting  country,  and,  as  such, 
entitled  to  relaxation,  are  not  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  that  relax- 
ation by  being  on  board  the  ships  of  another  country.  This  prin- 
ciple was  much  discussed,  and  deliberately  announced  as  the  rule  of 
law  in  the  case  of  The  Apollo,  Botcher;  in  which  a  quantity  of 
hemp,  in  the  situation  of  the  present  cargo, — being  Russian  produce 
and  property  on  board  a  Lubec  ship, — was  declared  to  be,  neverthe- 
less, within  the  protection  of  the  relaxation,  and  restored  to  the  Rus- 
sian claimant.  If  it  could  be  shown,  therefore,  that  all  former 
treaties  provided  only  for  cases  of  articles  on  board  Russian  ships,  it 
would  not  operate  on  the  present  question ;  since  the  privilege  being 
greater  under  the  general  principle  of  law,  it  cannot  be  supposed 
that  Russia  intended  to  admit  of  closer  restrictions  than  were  applied 
to  other  nations.  But  there  is  no  necessity  to  resort  to  the  benefit  of 
this  reservation.  The  meaning  of  the  older  treaties  is  best 
•  illustrated  by  the  ancient  practice  which  prevailed,  upon  [  *  309  ] 
solemn  discussion  in  this  court  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
soon  after  the  first  treaty  which  contains  any  reference  to  this  sub- 
ject, that  of  December  2d,  1734.  In  the  war  of  1744,  this  question 
came  solemnly  before  the  court.  The  general  instructions  delivered 
to  cruisers  in  that  war,  (18  June,  1744,)  had  declared  masts  to  be 
contraband.^  In  1747,  in  the  case  of  The  Provident ia,  Boysen, 
ma^fts,  going  from  Riga  to  Brest,  Port  Louis,  Roclifort,  Nantes,  or 
Bordeaux,  on  board  a  Lubec  ship,  but  claimed  by  a  Russian  subject, 
were  restored ;  and  in  a  note  now  extant,  of  the  judgment  of  the 
court,  the  question  was  stated  to  be,  whetiuT  naval  stores,  being  the 
produce  of  the  exporting  country,  were  contraband.  It  was  observed 
*^  that,  by  the  existing  treaty  with  Russia,  such  articles  were  not  enu- 
merated in  the  list  of  contraband  articles,  because  they  were  the 
growth  and  produce  of  that  country;  that  although  they  had  been 
dfM;lared  contraband  generally,  by  the  instructions  of  1744,  yet,  as 
those  instructions  did  not  refer  in  any  manner  to  the  law  between 
the  two  countries,  as  it  stood  previously  on  the  treaty,  they  could 
not  be  taken  to  have  abrogated  that  treaty ;  consequently, 
that  such  articles  •were  not  to  be  deemed  contraband."  It  [  '310] 
may  be  said,  however,  of  that  case,  that  the  ship  (though 


'  5  Art.  "  Tliat  all  sorts  of  firc-works,  ami  thiiiy*  thcn-to  Klonging,  as  caniious, 
makeU,  mortars  petanl:^,  bumbSf  grenailoi\s  5aui.'i.<<jes,  pccrau^vn,  curri:i<;c.<i,  rt'stit, 
bandilicni,  powder,  match  8aUi)ctn%  bullets,  pikes,  swonb,  liead-pieees,  cuirasses,  hal- 
benls,  hones,  saddles,  holsters,  belts,  sail-work,  rijrjling,  cables,  conla;:o,  masts,  head, 
pitrh,  Ur,  hemp,  together  with  all  other  cijuipage  that  serves  tor  sea  or  land,  ladeu  in 
Dtoish  or  Swedish  ships,  or  ships  belonging  to  neutral  countries,  and  bound  to  tho 
liesT  oooDtij,  are  accounted  contraband  goods." 
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the  point  of  property  seems  to  have  been  doubtful,)  was  not  clearly 
a  ship  of  another  country,  and  might  be  taken  as  a  Russian  ship, 
and,  in  that  view,  the  case  would  not  be  applicable  to  the  present 
question.  The  case  is  cited  chiefly  to  show  the  manner  in  which 
the  reasoning  upon  this  question,  with  regard  to  Russia,  operated 
generally.  From  another  case,  of  an  earlier  date,  it  will  appear  that 
the  distinction,  as  to  the  ship,  was  of  no  eflect.  The  case  of  The 
Vicrge  Mary,  (Admiralty,  14  December,  1744,)  was  precisely  in 
point;  being  a  case  of  staves  and  timber  of  other  description,  and 
forty  large  masts,  on  board  a  Dantzick  ship,  and  going  to  France. 
The  ship  and  cargo  were  restored  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  The 
case  was  appealed ;  and  the  prceserlim  of  the  appeal,  on  the  part  of 
the  captor,  stated  "  that  it  was  a  cargo  consisting  of  naval  stores, 
masts,  and  other  materials  proper  for  shipping."  But  it  seems  that 
the  law  on  the  treaty  was  so  clear,  that  this  argument  was  not  urged 
at  the  hearing.  Farther  proof  was  ordered  of  the  property,  and  it 
was  finally  restored ;  and,  in  a  note  extant  of  that  case,  it  is  said, 
that  the  point  of  contraband  goods  and  the  privilege  of  the  treaty 
were  not  entered  upon.  It  seems,  then,  to  have  been  taken  as  too 
clear  in  the  treaty  to  admit  of  argument.  In  a  subsequent  case,  The 
Fortuna  de  la  Mer,  Sir  G.  Lee  spoke  of  it  in  these  terms  :  —  "  The 
Vierge  Mary  turned  upon  the  article  of  the  treaty  with  Russia." 
And  again.  Sir  Edmund  Simpson,  —  "For  The  Vierge  Mary,  a 
Dantzick  ship,  with  a  Russian  cargo,  was  restored  on  the  treaty." 

The  reasoning  of  those  times,  in  which  the  question  first 
[*311]  arose  upon  the  then  recent  stipulation  •is  to   be  taken, 

under  the  general  rule  of  construction,  as  the  best  interpre- 
tation of  the  meaning  of  the  treaty.  By  a  view  of  these  precedents, 
it  will  appear  that  the  construction  which  is  now  attempted  to  be 
put  upon  the  present  treaty  derives  no  support  from  the  practice  of 
those  times.  On  the  contrary,  the  authority  of  those  times  is  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  restriction  now  contended  for,  and  affords  a 
strong  ground  of  presumption  that  Russia  did  not,  in  this  treaty, 
mean  to  convey  away  any  rights  which  had  been  before  allowed  to 
her  trade,  farther  than  the  terms  of  the  treaty  necessarily  import 
The  treaty  itself  cannot  be  said  to  make  any  such  renunciation. 
The  articles  on  this  head  are  few  in  number,  and  are  shortly  drawn 
up.  They  seem,  in  their  obvious  meaning,  to  point  equally  to  the 
interests  of  commerce  and  navigation,  referendo  singula  sinffulis. 
To  consider  the  terms  as  applicable  only  to  the  joint  state  of  Rus- 
sian commerce,  on  board  Russian  ships,  would  be  a  harsh  construc- 
tion in  point  of  language,  and  still  more  so  with  regard  to  the  equity 
of  the  benefit  which  is  the  object  of  the  contract.     To  limit  the  pri- 
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vilcgc  to  cases  of  Russian  cargoes  on  board  Russian  ships  alone, 
would  be  to  reduce  the  number  of  such  cargoes  without  any  assign- 
able reason  in  law  or  policy.     But  it  is  said  that  this  is  a  decided 
qoestion,  and  the  case  of  The  Graeffen  Van  Gottland,  before  the 
Lords,  is  cited  as  a  conclusive  authority.     The  particular  grounds  of 
that  decision  were  not  stated  by  the  Court  of  Appeal.     It  would, 
therefore,  be  impertinent  to  conjecture  how  far  they  might  bear  a 
necessary   application    to    the   circumstances   of    the   present  case. 
Prom  some  not  immaterial  facts  of  that  case,  however,  it 
may  be  allowed  to  show  that  there  *  might  be  grounds  of  [•312] 
oondcmnation  which   do   not  occur  in   the   present   case. 
That  was  a  case  of  a  shipment  of  masts  during  the  late  war,  in 
1797,  a  war  in  the  commencement  of  which  Russia  had  taken  a 
more  than  ordinary  interest,  and  had  pledged  herself,  and  indeed 
exacted  an  engagement  from  other  powers,^  that  all  supplies  should 
be  prevented  from  being  carried  to  the  enemy.     A  shipment  of  such 
articles  to  the  port  of  an  enemy  would  be,  therefore,  in  violation  of 
a  particular  engagement  applying  only  to  tiiat  war.     There  was, 
bcisides,  this  additional  circumstance  of  aggravation  attending  that 
shipment,  that  it  was  consigned  to  the  public  arsenal  of  the  enemy ; 
a   mode   of  consignment    which    always    furnislics   some    inference 
against  the  claim  of  neutral  property,  and,  on  tiie  question  of  law,  is 
considered  in  a  more  unfavorable  view  than  mere  mercantile  consign- 
ments.    Upon  the  whole,  it  is  submitted  tliat  the  authority  of  that 
case  is  not  necessarily  conckisive  against  the  pres(»nt  claim  ;  that  the 
words  of  the  treaty  import  no  restriction ;   and   that  the 
relaxation  applied  to  articles  of  native  growth  *  and  pro-  [  •313] 
dace  docs,  in  principle  and  practice,  extend  to  the  present 
case. 

Jl'DGMEXT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     This  case  has  been  argued  nuich  at  length  on  the 


*  2^th  May,  1 793.     Article  3«1.     **  Tlu'ir  said  ^laji'Stios  rt'ciprof-ally  en^rajre  to  shut 
il  ihtir  port*  aj;iinst  Fn-nrli  i^hips,  not  to  pennit  the  t'xiM)rtatio!i,  in  any  oa.'«t\  from 
ibrir  ui<l  port.*,  for  Fnincc,  of  any  niilifary  or  naval  stores,  or  «  orn,  ;rniin,  salt,  meal,  # 
or  oUi(*r  provision:* ;  an«l  to  take  all  <»tlier  measures  in  thrir  power  lor  ihjurin«:  the 
conunenc  of  Franco,  and  lor  l»rin;;inj^  her,  by  >ueh  means,   to  just  cunditioni  of 


Article  4th.  **  Tlieir  Majesties  en;ragc  to  unite  all  their  elVorts  to  pn»vent  other 
povers,  not  implicated  in  this  war,  t'runi  ;.nving,  un  this  <K'fa!*ion  ot*  eonunon  eun«'i>rn  to 
txcrr  tivilized  state,  any  proteetion  whatever,  diri*etly  or  indirt*elly,  in  eonsequiiioc 
of  tfat'ir  neutrality  to  the  commerce  or  property  of  the  French,  on  the  sea,  or  in  the 
Dorti  ci  France.* 
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operation  of  the  treaty,  and  on  the  authority  of  former  practice ;  and 
it  certainly  presents  a  question  of  considerable  importance.  But  it 
will  not  be  necessary  or  proper  for  me  to  travel  much  into  the  argu- 
ment,  because,  if  there  is  a  decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  so  recent 
as  1803,  on  a  similar  point,  it  will  be  conclusive  upon  my  judgment| 
and  I  shall  have  only  to  follow  the  rule  of  law  there  laid  down,  and 
to  act  under  the  authority  of  that  decision.  Let  us  see,  then,  whether 
the  cases  are  so  far  parallel  cases,  as  to  be  subject  to  an  application 
of  the  same  principle.  The  Graeffen  Van  Gottland  was  a  shipment 
of  masts  to  Cadiz  in  a  Swedish  ship,  and,  as  the  master  appears  to 
have  said  in  his  depositions,  "to  be  delivered  to  private  consign- 
ment." This  is  a  shipment  of  similar  articles,  going  in  a  Lubec  ship 
to  Nantes.  The  two  cases  have  this  circumstance  in  common,  then, 
that  the  claimants  arc  merchants  of  Russia,  exporting  articles  of  the 
same  kind  to  the  enemy,  not  in  the  vehicles  of  their  own  country. 
Unless  there  are  other  circumstances  to  distinguish  the  cases,  the  deci- 
sion of  the  Lords  upon  the  former  case  must  be  the  guide  which  this 
court  would  be  bound  to  follow.  Then  what  are  the  distinctions 
pointed  out  ?  It  is  said  that  the  claimant  in  that  instance  was  the 
Swedish  consul  in  Russia ;  but  that  circumstance  could  have  made 
no  difference,  since  it  must  have  been  familiar  to  all  who 
[  *  314  ]  had  to  judge  of  that  case,  that  his  *  character  of  consul  to  a 
foreign  nation  could  not  vary  the  principle  that  was  to  be 
applied  to  it.  As  a  person  resident  in  Russia,  he  could  be  considered 
in  no  other  light  than  other  merchants  of  the  country.  It  is  then 
said  that  the  cargo  was  going  to  the  public  arsenal  of  the  enemy. 
It  was  going  to  Cadiz,  which  is  a  place  of  great  military  equipment, 
but  it  is  a  place  of  great  mercantile  equipment  also ;  and  it  does  not 
appear,  I  think,  exactly  as  it  has  been  represented,  that  those  articles 
were  to  be  delivered  to  the  public  arsenal  of  the  state.  What  has 
been  said  on  the  other  side  is,  I  think,  true,  that  the  nature  of  the 
port  is  not  material ;  since  masts,  if  they  are  to  be  considered  as  con- 
traband, which  they  will  be  unless  protected  by  treaty,  are  so,  with- 
out reference  to  the  nature  of  the  port,  and  equally,  whether  bound 
to  a  mercantile  port  only,  or  to  a  port  of  naval  military  equipment 
The  consequences  of  the  supply  may  be  nearly  the  same  in  either 
*  case.  If  sent  to  a  mercantile  port,  they  may  be  there  applied  to 
immediate  use  in  the  equipment  of  privateers,  or  they  may  be  con- 
veyed from  Nantes  to  Brest,  and  there  become  subservient  to  every 
purpose  to  which  they  could  have  been  applied  if  going  directly  to  a 
port  of  military  equipment.  The  only  other  distinction  is,  that  the 
decision  alluded  to,  passed  on  a  capture  of  the  late  war  in  1797, 
when  this  country  and  Russia  were  bound  by  a  particular  conventioa 


HIGH    COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  315 

The  Wight     5  C.  Rob. 

\o  a  stricter  coriporation  in  the  war  against  France.  But  the  destina- 
tion of  The  Graefien  Van  Gottland  was  not  to  France,  but  to  Spain, 
which  country  was  by  no  manner  affected  by  the  convention  of  1793. 
It  has  appeared,  I  think,  in  numerous  instances,  that  the 
commercial  intercourse  between  Russia  and  Spain  was  •not  [  *  315  ] 
interrupted,  but  that  there  was  a  considerable  trade  going 
on  between  the  two  countries  during  the  whole  war.  These  distinc- 
tions, then,  arc  insuflicient  to  vary  the  principle  of  law,  which  I  feel 
myself  bound  to  apply  under  the  authority  of  the  Superior  Court. 
Without  going  into  the  antecedent  history  of  the  law  on  this  ques- 
tion, I  must  consider  the  authority  of  this  recent  case  decided  by  the 
Superior  Court  as  binding  on  me.  That  judgment  must  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  formed  with  reference  to  former  authorities;  and 
it  is  not  even  now  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  that  the 
late  treaty  of  1801  puts  the  commerce  of  Russia,  with  respect  to 
these  articles,  on  a  more  favorable  footing  than  it  was  before.  The 
eflecC  of  that  decision  is  conclusive  on  me,  and  I  have  no  hesitation 
io  pronouncing  this  cargo  subject  to  condemnation. 


The  Wight,  Ford. 

November  30,  1604. 

Salvage  on  recapture,  by  a  conToying  sbip.^  (rrantcd. 

[What  will  constitute  a  capture,  so  as  to  entitle  a  recaptor  to  salvage.] 

This  was  a  case  of  salvage  arising  on  the  recapture  of  a  vessel  by 
a  convoying  ship,  within  a  short  time  after  the  capture,  and  before 
«he  had  been  carried  out  of  sight.  The  facts  of  the  case  were,  that 
The  Wight  was  sailing  under  the  convoy  of  The  Thisbe,  on  a  voy- 
age from  Zante  to  London;  that  in  passing  the  narrow  channel 
between  Cephalonia  and  Ithaca,  the  whole  convoy  was  becalmed, 
and,  whilst  in  this  situation,  a  privateer  rowed  out  from  the  land  by 
means  of  sweeps  and  made  a  capture  of  The  Wight.  On  signal 
being  made,  The  Thisbe  immediately  put  out  her  boat.**, 
which  pursued  •the  privateer,  and  within  an  hour  or  two  [  '316  J 


>  [A  recapture  by  a  public  vessel  of  a  derelict  transport,  attached  to  the  public  ser- 
tiee,  will  nol  b«  a  ground  of  salvage.    The  Belle,  1  £dw.  6C.] 
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retook  The  Wight,  and  also  made  a  capture  of  the  privateer,  with 
the  loss  of  one  man. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Arnold,  There 
is  no  reason  to  distinguish  this  case  from  other  cases  of  recapture,  on 
which  salvage  is  directed  to  be  given  by  the  Prize  Act  That  the 
recaptor  was  the  vessel,  under  whose  protection  the  prize  had  been 
originally  sailing,  will  not  vary  the  case,  so  as  to  defeat  the  principle 
of  law  which  operates  in  ordinary  cases.  It  is  true  that  some  lati- 
tude of  discretion  seems  to  have  been  exercised  on  this  point,  id 
certain  cases  that  have  been  formerly  determined  in  this  court 
In  The  William,  in  1803,  no  salvage  was  decreed;  but  in  other 
cases,  in  The  Creighton,  29th  January,  1780,  and  in  The  St 
George,  15th  July,  1785,  salvage  was  given.  And  it  is  material  to 
observe,  that  the  principle  on  which  the  court  proceeded  in  theae 
cases,  where  salvage  was  given,  appears  to  have  received  confirma- 
tion from  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  the  case  of  The  Hinchinbrook, 
28th  Jaimary,  1786,  in  which  salvage  was  at  first  refused  in  the 
Court  of  Admiralty;  but  that  sentence  was  reversed,  and  salvage 
was  afterwards  decreed  by  the  Lords  of  Appeal. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  It  is  not  to 
be  denied  that  cases  may  occur,  in  which  convoying  ships  will  not 
be  precluded  from  claiming  salvage,  on  the  recapture  of  ships  origin* 

ally  under  their  protection ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  would 
[  *  317  ]  be  obviously  unequitable,  and  attended  with  very  ^injurious 

consequences,  to  hold  out  such  a  reward  to  every  act  of 
recapture,  or  rather  of  assistance  afforded  against  the  common  enemy 
in  one  identical  contest.  The  true  line  of  distinction  seems  to  be, 
whether  the  original  relation  between  the  convoy  ship,  and  the  ves- 
sel in  question,  had  been  interrupted  and  broken  by  separation  or 
not.  The  case  which  has  been  principally  relied  on  before  the  Lords, 
The  Hinchinbrook,  perfectly  accords  with  this  distinction,  and  affords 
no  precedent  for  a  claim  of  salvage  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
present  case.  That  vessel  had  come  to  anchor  on  the  outside  of  the 
convoying  vessel,  with  an  intention  of  going  farther  in,  but  drifted  to 
sea,  and  was  captured  the  next  day  by  a  force  superior  to  that  of  the 
convoying  ship,  and  after  that  ship  had  maintained  a  combat,  and 
had  done  all  that  was  in  her  power  for  the  protection  of  the  vessel 
Whether  the  capture  was  within  sight  of  the  convoying  ship,  or  not, 
was  not  distinctly  ascertained,  but  the  recapture  did  not  take  place 
till  the  next  day,  and  was  in  no  manner  connected  with  the  original 
measures  of  defence.  The  relation  of  convoy  had  been  entirely 
broken,  and  there  could  be  no  reason  why  the  convoying  ship,  falling 
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in  with  the  vessel  again  after  she  had  been  completely  in  the  hands 
of  the  enemy,  should  not  be  entitled  to  salvage,  as  well  as  any  other 
vessel  that  had  originally  borne  no  relation  to  her.  But  what  are  the 
circumstances  of  this  case?  Here  is  a  merchant  ship  becalmed 
within  sight  of  the  vessel  under  whose  protection  she  is  placed  —  the 
boat  of  a  privateer  takes  advantage  of  the  calm,  and  makes  a  tempo- 
rary seizure.  The  assistance  which  the  convoying  vessel  would  have 
been  bound  to  give,  in  the  way  of  preventing  the  capture, 
if  she  herself  could  •have  moved,  could  be  given  only  by  the  [  *  318  ] 
means  of  her  boats.  If  they  did  not  arrive  till  the  crew  of 
the  privateer  had  gained  a  temporary  possession,  that  accidental  cir- 
cumstance  cannot  be  deemed  sufHcient  to  alter  the  nature  of  the 
assistance  given,  nor  make  that  a  recapture,  which,  in  fact,  could  only 
be  considered  as  a  continuation  of  the  combat,  on  the  part  of  ships 
associated  together  for  mutual  service.  This  rule  of  interpretation 
aeems  to  result  from  the  nature  of  association  in^  common  danger, 
and  it  becomes  still  more  reasonable  and  imperative,  since  the  late 
act,  43  Geo.  3,  c.  57,  §  10,  has  not  left  to  merchant  vessels  any  option 
on  this  matter,  but  lays  an  obligation  upon  them  to  put  themselves 
under  the  protection  of  convoy,  and  imposes  upon  them  a  tax  for  the 
assistance  which  they  arc  supposed  to  receive.  Under  such  circum- 
stances they  acquire  a  more  complete  right  to  all  the  protection 
which  can  possibly  be  given,  without  encroaching  on  the  general 
duties  upon  which  the  convoying  ship  is  employed.  The  words  of 
that  act  point  to  such  a  case  as  the  present,  as  being  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  convoying  ship,  on  the  original  terms,  and  without 
raising  a  case  for  remuneration,  since  it  is  there  directed,  '*that  ships 
under  convoy,  if  they  arc  in  danger  of  being  taken  possession  of  by 
an  enemy,  shall  make  signals  to  tiie  siiips  of  war  under  whose  pro- 
tection they  are  sailing,  &c.'' 

JCTDGUENT. 

« 

Sir  W.  Scott.     This  case  comes  before  me  upon  an  alleged  act 
of  recapture  performed  by  The  Thisbe,  who  had  a  number  of  mer- 
chant vessels  under  her  convoy.     One  was  captured  by  the 
enemy,  and  was  afterwards  *  retaken  by  The  Thisbe ;  and  [  *  319  ] 
for  that  service  The  Tliisbe  now  stands  before  the  court, 
demanding  the  salvage  which  is  allowed  to  king's  ships  on  ordinary 
oocaaions  by  the  Prize  Act.     The  first  (question  that  arises  is,  whetlier 
a  convoying  ship  may  be  entitled  to  salvage  from  ships  under  her  pro- 
tection ?     That  question  has,  I  think,  been  decided  by  the  authority 
of  the  case  of  The  Hinchinbrook,  which  is  binding  on  me;  because 
it  was  there  laid  down,  that  the  relation  which  had  subsisted  between 
▼OL.  ▼•  19 
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thp  convoying  ship,  and  those  under  her  care,  would  not  take  the 
case  out  of  the  general  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act.     I  consider  that 
to  have  been  the  ancient  doctrine  of  this  court ;  and  it  was,  I  think, 
recognized  as  such  by  the  decisions  of  my  predecessor,  because  he 
seemed  to  hold  that  the  demand  might  generally  be  considered  as 
fairly  within  the  operation  of  the  act ;  although  he  determined  that, 
under  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case  then  before  him,  no 
salvage  was  due.     He  entered,  I  recollect,  pretty  fully  into  the  cu> 
cumstances  of  that  case,  and  concluded  that  there  had  been  some 
neglect  on  the  part  of  the  convoying  ship,  which  would  defeat  the 
right  of  the  salvors.     The  Court  of  Appeal  was  of  opinion  that  no 
such  imputation  was  raised  against  the  convoying  ship  by  the  facts 
of  the  case ;  and  farther,  that  such  a  question,  if  it  arose  in  fact,  was 
a  matter  to  be  discussed  in  another  form,  and  was  not  fit  to  be  intro- 
duced in  a  civil  cause  of  this  nature,  to  repel  a  demand  to  which  the 
recaptor  would  be  entitled,  on  the  general  principle  of  law.     It  would 
indeed,  as  it  was  then  observed,  be  attended  with  very  great  injustice 
to  the  character  of  naval  officers,  if  the  propriety  of  their  conduct  on 
such  occasions  could  be  brought  into  discussion  incidentally 
[•320]  in  this  manner;  and  I  advert  to  •this  consideration  more 
particularly,  because  I  perceive  that  an  insinuation  of  im- 
proper conduct  has  also  been  introduced  into  the  present  case.     But 
under  the  authority  of  The  Hinchinbrook,  I  think  myself  warranted 
to  consider  it  as  a  charge  to  which  this  court  will  not  attend,  till 
otherwise  established.      If  a  complaint  was  gravely  preferred  and 
substantiated  elsewhere,  on  a  proper  representation  to  the  Lords  of 
the  Admiralty,  it  might  be  competent  to  this  court  to  say,  that  no 
claim  to  reward  should  be  grounded  on  an  act,  thus  pronounced  to 
be  an  act  of  misconduct  by  a  tribunal  properly  qualified  to  decide 
upon  it     But  to  admit  such  accusations  in  this  form,  would  be 
attended  with  great  injustice  to  the  naval  officer  whose  character 
was  implicated  in  the  charge,  and  would  be  productive  of  great 
inconvenience  to  the  court.     If  I  was  to  admit  the  insinuation  in 
any  degree,  I  must  also  receive  exculpatory  evidence  on  the  other 
side,  and  that  would  be  to  let  myself  out  to  the  practice  of  trying  a 
criminal  case  throughout,  which  was  so  justly  reprobated  by  the 
Superior  Court  on  the  former  occasion.     The  only  material  question 
for  me  to  consider  then,  is,  whether  there  was  such  a  capture  made 
'^Y  the  enemy  as  would  found  a  case  of  recapture.     Many  cases 
ght  be  put  of  the  eflect  of  immediate  acts  of  recapture,  to  show,* 
t  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  that  the  possession  by  the  enemy 
mid  be  long  maintained,  or  at  any  particular  distance  from  the 
lYoying  ship.     The  question  will  always  be,  whether  it  was  an 
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effectual  possession,  and  such  as  would  suspend  the  relation  of  the 
convoying  ship ;  not,  whether  it  is  a  complete  and  firm  possession, 
which,  for  some  purposes,  is,  in  contemplation  of  law,  .not  held  to  be 
effected,  till  the  prize  is  carried  infra  prcesidia.  The  rule  of 
infra  prtrsidia^  however,  is  certainly  not  the  •measure  to  be  [  *  321  ] 
applied  to  questions  of  this  kind.  The  very  clause  of  the 
Prize  Act  alludes  to  cases  of  salvage,  in  which  no  such  complete 
possession  is  supposed,  since  it  speaks  of  vessels  being  recaptured, 
and  permitted  to  continue  on  their  original  voyage.  As  little  can  it 
be  contended  that  the  vessel  should  have  been  out  of  sight,  to  found 
a  case  of  recapture ;  it  will  be  sufficient,  if  there  has  been  that  com- 
plete and  absolute  possession,  which  supersedes  the  authority  of  the 
convoying  ship ;  and  such  a  possession  must  have  been  maintained 
for  some  time  in  the  present  instance.  Every  act  of  possession  was 
exercised;  the  master  was  taken  out;  the  vessel  was  completely 
manned  with  as  many  of  the  captor's  crew,  as  were  sufficient  to 
oveq>ower  all  resistance,  and  the  vessel  was  taken  in  tow  by  the 
enemy.  By  these  acts  the  former  relation  subsisting  between  this 
vessel  and  the  convoying  ship  was  necessarily  suspended.  A  ship  in 
possession  of  the  enemy  can  obey  no  signal,  nor  support  its  former 
duties  and  subordination  to  the  convoying  ship.  There  might  still 
remain  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  convoying  ship  to  attempt 
the  recapture,  as  far  as  it  could  be  done  consistently  with  the  safety 
of  the  other  vessels  under  her  protection*  Such  a  duty  would  result 
from  the  injunctions  of  the  Prize  Act,  which  provides  a  reward  for 
the  recaptor,  when  the  service  is  effected,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be 
intended  to  preclude  the  demand  of  salvage,  though  the  service  ren- 
dered to  the  individual  by  the  recaptor,  may  be  no  more  than  a  sense 
of  public  duty  would  otherwise  require  from  him.  The  capture  is,  I 
think,  proved  to  have  been  sufiicicntly  completed;  and  unless  I  could 
go  to  the  length  of  holding  that  there  must  be  a  firm  pos- 
session, and  a  bringing  infra  *pra:si(lia,  I  must  pronounce  [  *  322  ] 
this  vessel  to  have  been  recovered  from  a  situation  which 
has  been  decided  to  be  sufficient  to  support  the  claim  of  salvage  by 
the  decision  of  the  Superior  Court. 
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INSTANCE   COURT. 
The  Jonge  Bastiaan,  Steyting. 

December  12,  1804. 

Salvage  in  distress.    Amount  at  which  the  action  was  at  first  entered,  not  binding  on  the 
conrt  as  to  the  quanlum^  &c.    [Property  held  at  the  valae  at  which  it  was  bailed.]  ^ 

This  was  a  case  of  salvage  on  derelict,  for  the  recovery  of  a  ship 
which  had  struck  upon  a  rock,  near  Harwich,  had  lost  her  rudder  and 
beat  in  her  bottom,  and,  being  deserted  by  her  crew,  was  warped  off 
by  The  William  and  Mary,  smack,  with  great  danger  and  pdriL 
After  she  had  been  so  brought  off,  and  placed  in  such  a  situation 
that  the  master  was  able  to  take  away  some  bullion,  which  com- 
posed part  of  the  cargo,  the  vessel  sunk,  from  the  damage  which  she 
had  received,  but  was  afterwards  weighed  up,  and  brought  to  Har- 
wich by  six  other  smacks,  with  great  and  continued  exertions  through 
five  weeks.  The  value  of  the  property  saved  was  stated  to  be  about 
3,400/. 

On  the  part  of  the  salvors  —  It  was  represented  to  have  been  a 
service  of  very  great  merit,*  and  it  was  prayed  that  the  court  would 
think  the  salvors  entitled  to  a  very  liberal  remuneration. 

On  this  point,  Arnold,  for  the  owners,  objected  —  That  the  action 
had  been  entered  only  for  the  amount  of  800/.  and  that  the  court 
could  not  grant  a  salvage  exceeding  that  sum. 

[  •  323  ]  •  On  the  other  side,  it  was  answered,  that  the  action  was 
originally  entered  only  on  the  part  of  the  first  salvors,  and 
that  other  salvors  could  not  be  concluded  by  any  amount  that  they 
might  allix  to  their  action ;  but  that  the  objection  was  untenable,  even 
as  against  them,  since  the  owners  would  be  equally  answerable  if  no 
bail  had  been  taken. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     The  whole  matter  is  before  the  court,  and  I  think 
the  court  is  by  no  means  limited  by  any  particular  demand  of  the 


1  [See  The  BetBcy,  6  C.  Rob.  295.] 
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parties.  This  is  a  case  of  salvage  of  extraordinary  merit,  and  of  very  • 
long  continuance.  It  was  attended  with  very  great  danger,  ^nd  was 
carried  on  in  opposition  to  the  opinion  of  the  master  himself,  who 
represented  the  recovery  of  the  vessel  to  be  totally  impracticable,  and 
discouraged  the  parties  from  persevering  in  the  attempt  at  the  peril 
of  their  lives.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  was  stuck  fast  upon  a  rock, 
with  her  bottom  beaten  in  and  her  rudder  lost,  when  the  first  salvors 
went  to  her  assistance,  in  a  very  heavy  sea,  and  succeeded  in  warping 
her  off.  She  sunk  afterwards,  it  is  true ;  but  it  is  not  on  that  account 
to  be  said  that  the  first  salvors  had  lost  her  again,  or  that  they  had 
abandoned  their  interest  in  her.  They  did  not  stay  by  the  vessel ; 
bat  it  cannot  be  supposed  that,  having  risked  so  much  for  her  reco- 
very, they  meant  to  desert  her,  whilst  others  were  employed  in  their 
sight  in  weighing  her  up  and  in  saving  the  cargo.  If  they  took  no  part 
in  those  exertions,  it  could  only  be  because  they  perceived  that  the 
persons  employed  in  that  service  would  perform  it  as  well 
without  them.  They  had  *  been  the  immediate  instruments  [  •  324  ] 
of  saving  her  from  her  original  danger,  and  of  bringing  her 
to  the  place  where  these  other  parties  were  enabled  to  complete  her 
recovery.  I  am  inclined  to  throw  the  salvage  for  the  former,  as  well 
as  the  latter  services,  into  hotchpot,  and  to  give  all  the  persons  con- 
cerned equal  shares.  The  persons  employed  arc  many,  being  the 
crews  of  six  or  seven  smacks.  I  shall  direct  them  all  to  share  alike, 
giving  the  owners  and  masters  of  the  smacks  a  double  share,  and  one 
person,  whose  leg  was  broken  in  the  service,  three  shares. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners,  Arnold  then  objected  —  That  the  sal- 
vage should  be  given  only  to  the  amount  of  the  cargo  fished  up  ;  and 
that  the  bullion,  which  the  master  had  taken  away  with  him,  should 
not  contribute.  But  the  court  overruled  that  objection,  and  pro- 
nounced for  a  salvage  of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  property. 

On  a  subsequent  day,*  an  application  was  made  to  the  court  to 
reduce  the  rate  of  salvage,  as  to  certain  articles  composing  the  claim 
of  one  proprietor,  on  a  suggestion  that  the  actual  proceeds  did  not 
amount  to  so  much  as  the  appraised  estimate.  On  the  other  side  it 
was  contended,  that  the  parties  had  taken  the  property  at  bail,  and 
were  concluded  by  that  valuation;  that  it  was  according  to  the 
amount  of  that  bail  that  the  salvors'  demand  was  to  be  satisfied. 

The  court  rejected  the  application,  and  directed  the  former  decree 
to  be  carried  into  execution. 


*  17th  February,  1806. 
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[  •  325  ]  *  The  Richmond,  Brattel. 

December  7,1804. 

Contraband.   Fitch  and  tar  concealed  on  a  destination  to  the  Isle  of  France.    Ship  and 

cargo  condemned.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  an  American  vessel,  seized  in  port  by  order  of 
the  governor  of  St.  Helena,  and  proceeded  against  as  prize  to  the 
king,  in  his  office  of  admiralty,  on  the  ground  that  she  was  going 
under  a  false  destination  to  the  Isle  of  France,  with  articles  of  a  con- 
traband nature  concealed  on  board,  and  with  a  view  of  selling  the 
vessel  there,  as  a  vessel  well  adapted  for  a  ship  of  war,  and  for  the 
service  of  privateering. 

The  case  was  argued  much  at  length,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  evi- 
dence on  these  points. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  ship  which  is  claimed  as  an  American 
vessel,  by  the  master,  describing  himself  as  part-owner,  in  conjunction 
with  another  person,  who  is  also  a  citizen  of  America.  In  an  affida- 
vit, which  enters  very  minutely  into  the  history  of  the  voyage,  he 
states,  "  that  the  vessel  sailed  on  a  destination  to  St  Helena,  from 
thence  to  Mozambique,  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  with  a  design  of  pro- 
ceeding afterwards  with  a  cargo  of  slaves  to  the  Havana,  where  the 
ship  was  to  have  been  sold,  having  been  originally  purchased  there, 
though  built  in  America."  The  assumed  voyage,  on  this  representa- 
tion, was  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  slaves,  a  trade  which,  I  am  at 
liberty  to  observe,  is  strongly  discountenanced  by  the  laws  of  America, 
since  it  was  but  very  lately,  that  a  proctor  appeared  in  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  intimating  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  American  govern- 
ment, to  interpose  a  claim  for  the  proceeds  of  all  cargoes  of 
[  *  326  ]  •  slaves  that  should  be  decreed  to  be  restored  to  American 
subjects,  as  property  engaged  in  a  trade  which  is  strictly  pro- 
hibited by  the  laws  of  that  country.  I  may,  I  think,  without  impro- 
priety, advert  to  this  fact  so  conveyed  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court 

All  the  formal  papers  on  board  express  a  destination  to  the  Isle  of 
France  ;  but  the  master  states,  "  that  there  was  no  original  intention 


1  [See  note  to  The  Ringende  Jacob,  1  C.  Rob.  89,  91 ;  The  Mentor,  1  Edw.  207 ; 
The  James  Cook,  1  Edw.  261.] 
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of  iroiii^  to  that  port ;  that  as  a  clearance  could  not  be  expressed  to 
Mozambique,  owing  to  the  restriction  of  the  American  laws  as  to 
foch  a  trade,  the  Isle  of  France  was  put  in  as  a  convenient  place,  on 
that  account,  and  also  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  cruisers  that 
Aie  very  numerous  oflf  Mozambique."   -  In  conformity  to  this  rcpre- 
tentation,  there  was  an  agreement  on  board,  stating  the  voyage  to  be 
to  St.  Helena  and  Mozambique.     There  are  also  some  instructions, 
purporting  to  be  drawn  up  at  sea  by  the  master,  for  the  direction  of 
any  person  who  might  succeed  to  the  command,  in  case  of  any  acci- 
dent that  miglit  happen  to  himself.     These  express  the  destination  to 
be  to  St.  Helena,  and  from  thence  to  Mozambique;   and  the  mari- 
ners contract  des^cribcs  the  voyage  to  have  been  to  St  Helena  and 
other  places  in  the  Indian  Seas.     These  three  papers  hold  out  a  desti- 
nauon  to  Mozambic^ue ;  but  all  the  other  papers  on  board  describe 
the  voyagi?  to  have  been  to  the  Isle  of  France,  though,  according  to 
the  ma»terV  deposition  on  the  29ih  interrogatory,  there  was  no  ori- 
ginal intention  of  going  there.     It  does  turn  out,  however,  in  fact, 
that  at  the  time  of  seizure,  the  vessel  was  actually  going  to  the  Isle 
of  Franco,  and  that  she  was  unmoored  for  the  purpose  of  proceeding 
00  that  destination,  having  obtained  a  clearance  for.that  place 
from  the  governor  of  '  St.  Helena.     At  what  lime  this  inten-  [  '327  ] 
tio:i  \ca.4  taken  up  does  not  appear;  there  is  no  notice  taken 
of  It  in  the  inai«t«*r's  allidavit,  in  wliich  he  had  an  opportunity  of  explain- 
ing :iil  the  chani^es  that  might  have  taken  place  in  his  mind.     'J'herc 
i*  lit!  nif'iJiion  of  it  in  the  provisional  instructions,  prepared  during 
tb**  Vi»ya£»e  by   the  master  himself,- though  it  certainly  must    have 
iK-c  um-d  to  him.  that  thoni^h  lie  might  expect  to  dispose  of  his  cargo 
i:  St.  H<-It*na,  it  was  still  possible  that  he  might  be  disappointed; 
tD*i  i:  wciuld  have  been  but  a  natural  precaution,  that  he  should  have 
pfi-i  iJi.hJ  for  ?iuch  an  t'vent.     Connecting  these  circumstances  togetheri 
••AiT  thr  original  clearance  was  to  the  Isle  of  France,  that  at  the  time 
ef  the  M'izure  the  .nhip  was  actually  going  thither,  and  that  it  is  left 
^  p-rfeci  obscurity  at  what  time  that  intention  was  taken  up,  it  is 
diicull  not  to  consider  the   I>le  of  France   as  the  possible  port  of 
destination  of  this  vessel  according  to  the  original  intention — 1  say 
i»\h»'  pii4.<<ibie  p(»rt,  at  Irast,  if  not  the  principal  and  absolute  port  of 
^;:m:ition  of  tiie  original  voyage.     It  cannot  be  denied,  undoubtedly, 
*^'  an  American  ship  migiit  go  to   St.  Helena,  and  from  thence  to 
ib?  Ul*?  of  Fnincr,  or  any  otiier  port  of  the  enemy,  provided  th«'  cargo 
*i*fif  an  innocent  nature.     If,  on  the  contrary,  the  cargo  was  of  a 
ociiiou«  character,  the  circumstance  of  merely  touching  at  an  English 
pon,  would   not  alter  the  nature  of  a  voyage  in  itself  illegal.     It 
Wuimeff,  then,  material  to  consider  what  was  the  nature  of  the  cargo. 
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It  consisted  partly  of  provisions,  which  are  certainly  innocent.  Bat 
there  were  likewise  on  board  forty-two  barrels  of  pitch  and  tar,  which, 
whatever  might  have  been  the  value  of  them  in  America, 
[  •  328  ]  bannot  be  represented  as  an  inconsiderable  quantity,  *  with 
respect  to  the  market  to  which  it  was  going.  This  quantity 
of  pitch  and  tar  is  totally  dissembled  in  all  the  papers,  in  the  bills  of 
lading  and  manifest ;  and  yet  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  it  composed  a 
part  of  the  cargo,  since  it  was  so  described  in  the  declaration  made 
at  St.  Helena,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  permission  to  selL  What 
could  have  been  the  reason  of  this  concealment?  It  must  have  been 
owing  to  the  nature  of  the  articles.  If  they  had  been  merely  stores, 
they  might  have  been  disclosed  ;  but  if  they  were  considered  as  part 
of  the  cargo,  then,  indeed,  it  is  easy  to  perceive  a  reason  for  the  con- 
cealment. In  the  first  place,  it  would  be  necessary  to  conceal  them 
from  the  American  custom-house  at  the  exportation,  as  prohibited 
articles  going  on  a  destination  to  a  port  of  a  belligerent,  contrary  to 
the  engagements  of  treaty  subsisting  between  the  United  States  and 
the  enemy  of  that  belligerent.  It  would  be  necessary,  also,  to  dis- 
semble both  to  English  and  to  French  cruisers,  since,  whether  going 
to  an  English  or  to.  a  French  port,  they  would  be  liable  to  seizure  by 
the  cruisers  of  either  country  respectively,  who  would  have  a  right  to 
consider  such  supplies,  carried  to  an  enemy,  as  illegal  by  the  law  of 
nations,  and  by  the  particular  stipulations  of  treaty.  It  is  asked, 
what  was  to  be  done  under  such  difficulties?  The  answer  is  plain 
and  obvious :  —  Carry  as  much  as  is  necessary  for  your  own  use,  and 
no  more,  in  violation  of  the  obligations  of  your  country,  for  any  pro- 
spect of  advantage  to  yourself.  It  has  been  almost  admitted  in  argu- 
ment, as  indeed  it  could  not  be  denied,  that  if  the  vessel  had  been 
met  by  a  British  cruiser,  on  the  former  part  of  the  voyage,  she  would 
have  been  subject  to  condemnation  ;  since  the  avowed  destination  in 
the  papers  was  to  the  Isle  of  France,  with  a  quantity  of 
[  *  329  ]  *  pitch  and  tar,  being  contraband  articles,  on  board,  and  con- 
cealed in  all  the  papers  relative  to  the  cargo.  If  she  had 
been  met  by  a  British  cruiser,  it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  the  ship 
and  whole  cargo,  belonging  to  the  same  owner,  would  have  been 
subject  to  condemnation,  without  admitting  one  word  to  be  urged  in 
the  way  of  apology  or  defence. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  ship  comes  to  St.  Helena,  on  the 
23d  of  July,  and  the  master  almost  immediately  requests  permission 
to  sell  part  of  the  cargo,  or,  at  least,  so  much  as  might  enable  him  to 
clear  his  decks.  On  this  part  of  the  case,  I  cannot  help  observing  on 
the  very  short  time  which  it  seems  to  have  taken  to  accomplish  this 
object.     On  the  24th,  permission  is  given ;  on  the  29th  the  sale  is 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  330 

Tho  Richmond.    5  C  Rob. 

all  over,  and  the  vessel  is  preparing  to  go  away.  St.  Helena,  I  am 
aware,  is  a  small  place,  and  it  might  not  take  many  days  to  ascertain 
the  state  of  the  market.  But  the  cargo  must  have  been  taken  out, 
because  it  appears  that  twelve  barrels  of  tar,  which  lay  at  the  bottom, 
were  disposed  of;  or,  if  it  is  suggested  that  those  twelve  barrels  must 
have  been  on  the  deck,  and  no  more,  it  will  not  add  much  to  the 
favorable  appearance  of  this  transaction.  So  early  as  the  29th  of 
July,  it  is  manifest,  from  the  master's  own  declaration,  that  the  reso- 
lation  was  entertained  of  going  to  the  Isle  of  France,  though  it  does 
not  appear  exactly  at  what  time  the  intention  was  first  formed,  and 
it  is  denied  to  have  made  a  part  of  the  original  plan.  About  this 
time,  the  conversation  and  conduct  of  the  master  began  to  excite  the 
attention  of  the  governor,  and  in  a  maimer  which  does  seem  to  call 
for  some  observation  from  me.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  was  ori- 
ginally built  for  a  ship  of  war,  and  was  easily  convertible 
to  •  warlike  purposes ;  and  it  is  established  ^  in  evidence,  that  [  •  330  J 
the  master  conversed  with  several  persons  on  this  subject, 
and  disclosed  an  intention  of  selling  her  at  the  Isle  of  France.  The 
conversation  which  the  muster  is  reported  to  have  held,  was  to  this 
eflect:  "  That  he  heard  that  he  was  suspected  by  the  governor,  for 
having  said  that  he  would  sell  his  ship  at  the  Isle  of  France ;  that 
he  should  have  no  objection  to  repeat  the  same  to  the  governor  hira- 
self|  for  such  ships  W(*re  much  wanted,  and  he  should  sell  her  well  for 
a  privateer,  and  buy  another  upon  advantageous  terms."  The  only 
objection  that  is  made  to  this  evidence  is,  that  it  comes  from  persons 
examined  in  an  irregular  manner.  In  admitting  such  evidence  to  be 
read,  the  court  would  certainly  not  hold  itself  bound  by  it,  in  the 
same  degree  as  by  evidence  taken  in  the  usual  and  rt*gular  mode; 
but  it  would  have  been  a  great  satisfaction  to  the  court,  to  have  seen 
any  disclaimer  of  the  imputation  on  the  part  of  the  master.  No 
notice  is  taken  of  it  in  his  affidavit,  or  in  the  letter  which  he  wrote 
to  the  governor ;  and,  though  the  governor's  letter  to  him  had  expressly 
cfaargt*d  him  with  this  conduct,  as  the  ground  of  his  detention,  no 
denial  or  contradiction  is  opposed  to  it  in  the  master's  answer. 
Nothing   appears   there   but  what  is  perfectly  consistent  with  his) 


1  Tbe  esaminations  taken  at  St.  Helena  eontaineil  the  depositions  of  scveml  fK^noos 
of  chancter  and  reputation  in  that  place,  ad  to  the  conduct  and  dcclanition»  of  tho 
miiter.  It  was  objected  against  the  evidence,  that  it  was  irregularly  taken,  and  Irom 
penoni  who  were  in  no  manner  coin{>ctcnt  to  be  introduced  as  witnesses  in  a  prizo 
cause  in  the  fint  instance.  But,  owing  to  the  {wculiar  nature  of  the  case,  tho  court 
permitted  the  depositions  to  be  read,  subject  to  all  observation. 
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declaration,  "  That  he  would   repeat   the   same  thing  to 
[  •  331  ]  •  the  governor  himself."     Now,  I  cannot  admit,  that  such  a 

conversation  was  proper  to  be  repeated,  or  that  it  did  not 
call  for  some  notice  and  reprehension  from  the  governor.  Here  was 
an  avowed  intention  of  going  to  sell  a  ship  to  a  belligerent;  —  whicb, 
in  time  of  war,  is  at  least  a  very  suspicious  act ;  —  and  to  do  a  great 
deal  more,  —  to  sell  a  ship  which  the  neutral  owner  knew  to  be  pecu- 
liarly adapted  for  purposes  of  war,  and,  with  a  declared  expectation, 
that  it  would  be  hostilely  employed  against  this  country.  It  cannot, 
surely,  under  any  point  of  view,  but  be  considered  as  a  very  hostile 
act,  to  be  carrying  a  supply  of  a  most  powerful  instrument  of  mis- 
chief, of  contraband,  ready  made  up,^  to  the  enemy,  for  hostile  use, 
and  intended  for  that*  use  by  the  seller,  and  with  an  avowed  know- 
ledge that  it  would  be  so  applied.  It  is  not  altogether  improper  to 
observe,  also,  on  the  manner  in  which  this  intention  was  declared; 
since  the  malignant  nature  of  such  a  purpose  was  not  a  little  in- 
creased by  the  indecent  levity  with  which  the  master  expressed  him- 
self, "  that  she  would  be  seen  playing  round  the  East  India  Com- 
pany's ships  in  the  Bay  of  Bengal  next  season."  It  is  surely  no 
breach  of  charity  to  impute  the  most  unfavorable  intentions  to  such 
a  conduct ;  and  if  transactions  are  in  themselves  of  a  questionable 
nature,  such  declarations  are  quite  sufficient  to  determine  their  trae 
color  and  complexion.  There  was  also  another  act  of  improper 
behavior,  in  the  communication  which  this  master  held  with  the 
French  prisoners  at  St.  Helena,  and  in  taking  letters  from  them  to 

be  delivered  at  the  Isle  of  France.    In  his  affidavit,  he  says, 
[  •  332  ]  that  among  the  *  papers  were  some  letters  which  he  openly 

received  in  the  company  of  an  officer  of  a  British  East 
India  ship ;  that  they  were  delivered  up  on  the  2d  of  August,  and 
returned  to  him,  with  an  assurance  from  the  British  officers  that  they 
were  perfectly  honorable,  and  that  he  had  received  them,  knowing 
nothing  of  their  contents."  They  were  addressed  to  persohs  in  the 
highest  official  situations  at  the  Isle  of  France,  both  civil  and  mili- 
tary, to  whom  communications  of  a  political  tendency  were  likely  to 
be  made ;  and,  if  any  such  assurance  was  given  to  him,  that  there 
was  nothing  improper  in  taking  such  letters,  I  think  it  was  rather 
improperly  given,  because  I  cannot  but  consider  it  to  have  been  an 
act  of  great  indiscretion  in  the  person  who  took  these  letters,  under 


1  In  the  case  of  The  Brutus,  Rutherford,  Lords,  July  27,  1804,  a  ship,  recently  bailt 
for  war,  as  not  fit  for  commerce,  and  going  to  the  Ilavanna  to  bo  sold,  was  condemned 
aa  contraband.    See  farther  note  in  the  Appendix.    [No.  L] 
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such  circumstances  as  are  here  described,  without  previous  permis- 
sion, and  under  a  total  ignorance  of  their  contents.  The  governor's 
letter,  I  perceive,  complains  of  this  conduct ;  and  I  cannot  but  con- 
sider it  to  have  been  an  act  of  very  officious  and  undue  interference 
on  the  part  of  a  neutral  master. 

The  ship  was  seized,  by  the  order  of  the  governor,  on  the  1st  of 
August,  and  from  that  time  the  hand  of  force  was  upon  her.     She 
was  not  restored  to  the  claimant,  nor  left  at  liberty  to  proceed  on  her 
voyage  after  that  time.     A  negotiation,  it  seems,  had  originally  com- 
menced for  the  purchase  of  some  of  the  provisions  by  way  of  pre- 
emption ;   and,   on    an    understanding,   founded    on    the    repeated 
representation  of  the  master,  that  there  were  not  more  than  nine  or 
ten  barrels  of  tar  on  board,  which  the  governor  consented  to  take. 
On  proceeding  to  the  execution  of  this  agreement,  the  fact  turned 
oat  to  be,  that  there  were  twenty-nine  barrels  on   board ; 
and  the  only  *  answer  or  apology  that  is  made  for  this  [  *  333  ] 
excess  is,  that  the  mate  had  deceived  the  master  as  to  the 
qaantity  before  sold.     Could  this  be  the  fact?     Here  is  a  noxious 
article  found  on  board ;  and  it  is  impossible  that  the  master  should 
not  have  known  how  much  he  had  on  board  when  he  left  America. 
He  was,  indeed,  bound  to  know  it,  and  cannot  be  heard  to  aver  an 
ignorance  of  that  fact,  since  there  would  be  an  end  of  the  treaty,  if 
a  master  could  be  allowed  to  say,  I  am  going  to  a  belligerent  port, 
but  I  do  not  know  what   I  carry,  and  by  that^,  ignorance  should  be 
admitted  to  justify   the   carrying   of  contraband.     The   excuse   is 
equally  inadmissible,  that  he  did  not  know  how  much  remained 
unsold.     If  he  was  going  to  the  Isle  of  France,  he  was  bound,  also, 
to  know  how  much  he  had  on  board  at  that  time ;  other\vise  a 
master  would  have  nothing  to  do  but  to  touch  at  an  English  port, 
and,  under  the  cover  of  ignorance,  carry  whatever  he  pleased  to  the 
enemy.     The  very  stipulations  of  the  treaty  estop  him  from  plead- 
ing ignorance  in  such  a  case.     But  it  is  said,  that  he  could  have  no 
firaudulent  intention,  because,  as  he  had  entered  into  an  agreement 
that  the  governor  should  take  the  whole  cargo,  the  fact  would  speedily 
appear  that  he  had  so  many  barrels  of  pitch  and  tar  on  board.     It 
may  be  asked,  why  then  did  the  mate  deceive  him  ?     If  it  was  a 
matter  not  to  be  concealed,  why  was  any  deceit  practised  about  it  ? 
In  the  next  place,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  he  had  reported  the 
smaller  quantity  to  the  governor  when  he  applied  for  a  permission  to 
clear  out  to  the  Isle  of  France,  and,  having  made  this  declaration,  he 
might  think  himself  bound  to  adhere  to  it ;  or  he  might  hope,  that, 
upon  an  agreement  to  take  the  whole  cargo,  the  excess  of 
foantity  woold  not  be  rigorously  examined.     The  fact  *  how-  [  *  334  ] 
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ever,  proved  otherwise.  In  proceeding  to  unliver  the  cargo,  the 
discovery  is  made,  that  there  were  twenty-nine  barrels  on  board; 
an  immediate  alarm  is  taken,  the  unlivery  is  discontinued,  and  the 
governor  informs  the  master  that  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  proceed 
farther  in  the  prosecution  of  his  voyage  to  the  Isle  of  France.  At 
the  same  time  a  proposal  is  made  to  purchase  the  vessel ;  but  this 
ofTer  afterwards  went  off  on  a  dispute  about  the  terms. 

Upon  this  collection  of  facts,  three  questions  arise :  1st.  Whether 
this  quantity  of  pitch  and  tar  could  be  lawfully  carried  to  the  Isle  of 
France,  more  especially  connected  as  it  was  with  an  intention  of 
selling  the  ship  herself,  also,  for  purposes  of  war,  in  the  enemy's  port? 
This  question  will  depend,  in  some  measure,  upon  another.  Whether 
the  quantity  could  be  considered  as  intended  for  the  ship's  use,  and 
only  as  stores  ?  Now,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  was  more  than  can 
fairly  be  considered  as  stores  ?  Persons  are  not,  under  the  pretence 
of  a  voyage  round  the  world,  to  carry  as  much  as  they  please  of 
articles  of  this  noxious  nature,  and  then  sell  them  at  different  ports, 
where  they  may  immediately  become  convertible  to  purposes  of  war. 
The  term,  stores,  is  to  be  liberally  interpreted ;  but  still  it  must  be  so 
understood,  as  to  be  capable  of  something  like  a  definitive  constroo 
tion.  Twelve  barrels  had  been  before  dispo.<5ed  of  at  St.  Helena,  as 
part  of  the  cargo,  and,  therefore,  it  is  quite  impossible  to  suppose  that 
the  whole  quantity  was  originally  intended  as  stores.  When  it  is 
connected  with  the  act  of  concealment  of  the  quantity  on  board,  the 
inference  becomes  more  strong,  that  the  remainder  was  likewise  in- 
tended for  the  purpose  of  sale  at  the  Isle  of  France.  It  may 
[  •  335  ]  be  asked,  what  a  person  was  to  do  in  *  this  situation,  mean- 
ing  to  act  fairly,  and  being  disappointed  of  selling  the  whole 
quantity  at  St.  Helena  ?  The  answer  is  obvious  ;  he  ought  to  have 
declared  the  quantity,  and  to  have  requested  permission  to  seU,  or 
deposit  for  sale,  such  part  as  exceeded  the  proportion  of  stores,  upon 
the  island.  Such  a  precaution  will  appear  still  more  reasonable, 
when  we  are  told  that  the  original  value  of  the  whole  quantity  was 
not  more  than  ten  or  fifteen  pounds.  The  inconvenience,  or  loss  of 
selling  a  part  to  disadvantage  there,  would  have  been  very  trifling; 
and,  with  this  small  sacrifice  to  the  obligations  of  the  treaty,  he 
might  have  gone  on  with  security,  and  without  incurring  any  of  the 
imputations  which  have  been  since  charged  upon  him.  Instead  of 
pursuing  this  prudent  conduct,  the  master  is  induced  to  misrepre- 
sent  the  quantity  throughout,  whatever  be  the  cause  of  that  misre- 
presentation ;  and  I  think  it  must  have  been  so  misrepresented,  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  clearance  to  the  Isle  of  France,  which  it 
could  not  be  supposed  that  the  governor  would  have  granted,  if  the 
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whole  quantity  had  been  disclosed.  Having  once  so  reported,  the 
master  was  under  the  necessity  of  adhering  to  his  first  account,  Gntil 
the  actual  disclosure,  and  then  it  was  to  be  said  in  explanation,  that 
it  must  be  taken  to  be  as  a  mistake,  and  that  it  could  not  be  otherwise. 

The  second  question  which  arises  from  this  statement  of  facts  is, 
whether  the  seizure  was  made  at  a  time  when  the  intention  of  going 
to  the  Isle  of  France  was  sufliciently  carried  into  execution?  If  there 
was  any  original  design  of  going  to  the  Isle  of  France,  it  is  clear 
that  the  master  had  already  completed  part  of  the  voyage,  and  that 
the  vcs:iel  was  actually  unmoored  in  further  prosecution  of 
it  when  the  seizure  was  made.  The  original  *  papers  all  [  *  336  ] 
express  a  destination  to  the  Isle  of  France,  and  the  fact 
afterwards  turns  out  to  be  agreeable  to  that  representation.  The 
coincidence,  at  least,  is  very  striking,  and  affords  strong  grounds  to 
presume  that  the  original  destination  was  absolutely  to  the  Isle  of 
France.  But  supposing  that  it  was  only  of  a  shifting  nature,  and 
that  it  was  merely  eventual ;  that,  in  law,  would  be  quite  sufficient; 
and  that,  at  least,  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  design  of  the  par- 
ties. The  governor  su|)poscd  it  to  have  been  more;  and  that  the 
vessel  came  into  St.  Helena  only  to  clear  decks  and  facilitate  her 
counsc.  It  is,  however,  not  necessary  to  imiuire  whether  this  suspi- 
cion of  the  governor  was  well  founded  or  not ;  because  if  the  inten- 
tion was  no  more  than  this, — ^'  I  will  go  and  sell  pitch  and  tar  at  St. 
Helena,  if  I  can ;  and  if  I  cannot,  I  will  go  on  with  them  to  the  Isle 
of  France  and  sell  them  there,"  —  that  is  an  unlawful  purpose,  and 
every  step  taken  in  the  prosecution  of  such  a  design  is  an  unlawful 
act.  The  interposition  of  an  English  port  would  not  make  it  inno- 
cent. Part  of  the  projected  scheme  had  already  been  executed ;  a 
clearance  had  been  obtained,  and  the  vessel  was  actually  unmoored 
and  in  prosecution  of  the  latter  part  of  the  purpose,  when  the  hand  of 
the  governor  was  laid  upon  her. 

The  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  illegal  act,  which  I  am  of 
opinion  did  sufliciently  exist  at  the  time  of  seizure,  has  been  defeated, 
or  in  any  degree  altered,  by  any  thing  which  has  passed  since  between 
the  governor  and  the  claimant  i     On  this  point  it  might  be  sufficient 
to  observe,  that  the  governor  had  no  authority  for  any  such  pur|)ose  ; 
becraase,  if  the  king  was  entitled  to  any  interest  by  virtue  of  this 
ieizure,  if  his  right  was  once  vested,  no  act  of  this  gentle- 
man, in  the  capacity  of  an  officer  of  the  East  India  *  Com-  [  •  337  ] 
pany*4  eettlement  at  St.  Helena,  could  dispossess  the  king, 
and  defeat  his  title  to  confiscation,  which  had  already  accrued.     It 
may  be  farther  observed,  also,  on  the  fact  that  the  treaty  between  the 
governor  and  the  master  proceeded  on  a  supposition  that  every 
vou  V.  20 
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thing  relative  to  the  cargo  was  fairly  transacted,  and  that  the  quan- 
tity of  pitch  and  tar  was  not  more  than  seven  or  eight  barrels,  as 
represented  in  the  master's  declaration.  Grounds  of  dissatisfaction 
might  exist  as  to  the  ship,  and  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  master  at  the 
island,  but  no  suspicion  had  arisen  as  to  the  cargo  till  the  unlivery 
discovered  this  concealed  quantity  of  pitch  and  tar.  Upon  this  dis- 
closure, the  governor  informed  the  master  that  he  could  not  be  per- 
mitted to  go  on.  He  directed  the  ship  and  cargo  to  be  seized,  and 
immediately  proceeded  to  take  the  examinations;  and,  under  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  he  acted,  in  my  opinion,  wisely 
and  warrantably  in  so  doing.  What  the  master  means  by  saying, — 
"  That  he  applied  to  the  governor  to  know  why  his  ship  was  seized, 
but  that  he  could  get  no  answer,"  —  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive, 
when  this  very  charge  was  contained  in  the  governor's  letter,  and 
there  appears  to  have  been  no  denial  on  the  part  of  the  master.  A 
farther  negotiation  commenced  respecting  the  purchase  of  the  ship, 
with  a  lenity,  on  the  part  of  the  governor,  which  is  rather  to  be 
deemed  excessive  ;  because  payment  for  the  rest  of  the  cargo  and  for 
the  ship  would  be  money  thrown  away  if  the  pitch  and  tar  were  con- 
traband, inasmuch  as  the  carrying  of  contraband,  so  concealed,  would 
work  the  forfeiture  of  the  ship  and  cargo  belonging  to  the  same 
owners.      The  negotiation,  however,  goes  off,  and  the  ship  is  sent 

to  this  country  for  legal  adjudication ;  and  upon  the  legal 
[  *  33S  ]  •  result  of  the  whole  circumstance,  taken  together,  the  case 

is  now  to  be  decided.  The  governor  may  have  seized  and 
released,  and  agreed  to  purchase,  and  have  seized  again  mille  modis, 
without  affecting  the  real  merits  of  the  case.  If,  therefore,  the 
governor's  conduct  had  been  ever  so  inconsistent,  and  had  flowed 
from  the  most  ignorant  and  capricious  tyranny,  it  would  be  a  consi- 
deration to  which  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  advert  in  deciding  the  pre- 
vious question,  whether  the  claimant's  property  is  liable  to  condem- 
nation. But  if  I  was  to  take  upon  me  to  pronounce  upon  the 
actions  of  the  governor,  I  should  say  that  I  see  nothing  in  his  con- 
duct but  an  extreme  lenity,  which  has  produced  the  only  embarrass- 
ments under  which  the  case  labors,  since,  exclusive  of  these  embar- 
rassments, it  is  a  most  simple  question.  In  my  opinion,  these 
embarrassments  arc  not  such  as  substantially  interfere  with  the  real 
merits  of  the  case.  Those  merits  consist  in  these  circumstances,  that 
this  pitch  and  tar  was  going  with  an  original  destination,  either  posi- 
tive or  eventual,  to  the  Isle  of  France ;  that  the  part  owner  and 
master  professed,  and  had  commenced,  his  intention  of  going  thither, 
dissembling  the  quantity  of  these  articles  which  he  had  on  board ; 
that  he  had  also  professed  an  intention  of  selling  his  ship  there, 
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expressly  for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a  French  privateer  against 
the  commerce  of  this  country ;  and  that  nothing  but  the  interposi- 
tion of  British  authority  obstructed  the  complete  execution  of  this 
hostile  purpose.     Under  this  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  property  is  subject  to  condemnation.     If  I  am  wrong  in  my  deci- 
sion, I  am  happy  to  think  that,  from  the  nature  of  the  proceedings  in 
this  case,  the  parties  will  have  the  benefit  of  two  remedies  : 
they  may  either  *  resort  to  the  Court  of  Appeal,  as  in  ordi-  [  *  339  ] 
nary  cases,  if  I  have  put  too  rigorous  an  interpretation 
upon  the  evidence  before  me ;  or,  as  condemnation  will  pass  to  the 
crown,  the  property  having  been  taken  in  port,  they  may  apply  imme- 
diately to  the  liberality  of  the  crown,  which  is  in  the  habit  of  grant- 
ing indulgence  in  many  cases,  to  mitigate  the  effect  of  that  sentence 
of  condemnation  which  the  strict  rule  of  law  unavoidably  compels 
me  to  pronounce. 


Tjie  Drie  Gebroedkus,  Vandyk. 

December  12,  1804. 

Joint  captare.    Flrn  of  constnictivc  assist aiu-c,  on  bclialf  of  a  kin^^'s  ship,  sustained  on  tho 
fact  of  being  in  sij^ht,  thoii;;h  at  anchor,  under  the  circumstances  of  tho  case.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  joint  capture,  on  the  demand  of  his  Majesty's 
cntter,  The  Swift,  to  share  in  a  prize  captured  18th  June,  IbOl,  by 
the  boat  of  The  Fly,  privateer,  in  the  road  of  Alderney,  in  the  sight 
of  The  Swift,  whilst  the  privateer  and  the  cutter  were  both  at  anchor 
and  becalmed. 

On  the  part  of  the  actual  captor,  Arnold  and  Daubeny  contended — 
That  the  cutter  could  not  maintain  a  right  to  share  in  this  capture, 
■ince  there  was  not  that  animus  capiendi  which  is  necessary  to  con- 
stitote  an  interest  in  prize ;  still  fess  had  she  the  power  of  giving 
msfristance,  as  the  ship  herself  was  becalmed,  and  the  commander, 
Lieutenant  Mounsey,  had  taken  the  boat  on  shore  for  the  purpose  of 
purchasing  provisions.  The  prize  finding  the  Hood  to  make 
where  she  lay,  about  eight  *  o'clock  in  the  morning  had  got  [  *  340  ] 
under  weigh,^  and  had  been  pursuing  a  course  directly  from 


1  [For  cases  re5pccting  joint  Ciipturcs,  see  note  to  The  Nordstem,  1  Acton,  128.] 
'  This  fiftct  was  doniiHl  on  the  other  side ;  but  it  was  admitted  that  tho  prize  was 
eadeaToriDg  to  move  a  little  farther  from  the  rocks  when  she  was  seized. 
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The  Swift  about  an  hour  before  the  boat  of  The  Fly  could  put  off, 
which  was  not  till  nine  o'clock,  when  the  flood  began  to  make  where 
she  lay.  The  prize  would  have  effected  her  escape  before  The  Swift 
could  have  been  in  a  situation  to  render  any  assistance.  There  was, 
therefore,  no  act  done  nor  any  intention  manifested,  by  which  the 
common  foundation  of  constructive  assbtance,  the  prospect  of  inti- 
midation or  assistance,  could  be  said  to  be  held  out  to  the  different 
parties,  so  as  to  entitle  the  cutter  to  maintain  an  interest  in  the 
capture. 

On  the  part  of  The  Swift,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Swabey,  It  is 
admitted  that  the  cutter  was  in  sight  at  the  time  of  capture,  but 
undoubtedly  the  presumption  arising  from  that  circumstance  may  be 
repelled  as  it  has  been  frequently  held,  by  a  contrary  course,  and  by 
other  circumstances  of  a  positive  nature  ;  inasmuch  as  acts  of  a  posi- 
tive nature  may  fairly  be  taken  as  a  declaration  of  an  intention  not  to 
partake  or  meddle  in  the  seizure.  But  no  such  inference  can  arise 
from  the  mere  circumstance  of  being  at  anchor,  more  especially  in  a 
case  like  the  present,  when  both  the  vessels  were  in  the  same  situ- 
ation, and  were  waiting  for  a  wind  to  enable  them  to  make  the  cap- 
ture.    In  such  a  situation,  the, ammws  capiendi  must  be  presumed; 

and  the  movement  of  the  prize,  if  it  were  admitted,  would 
[  *  341  ]  *not  vary  the  case  so  as  to  defeat  the  consequences  arising 

from  such  an  intention.  It  is  said  that  the  lieutenant  had 
gone  on  shore,  and,  by  that  act,  might  be  supposed  to  have  aban* 
doned  all  design  of  seizing.  But  taken  in  conjunction  with  the 
moral  certainty  that  existed,  of  the  prize  not  being  able  to  escape 
The  Swift,  when  the  tide  set  in,  it  was  merely  an  intermediate  act, 
scarcely  to  be  considered  as  a  postponement  of  the  seizure,  much 
less  as  an  abandonment  of  the  design.  The  purpose  of  abaudon- 
ment  is  also  contended  to  be  inferred  still  more  strongly  from  the 
commander  of  The  Swift  continuing  on  shore  till  after  the  tide  had 
turned  again.  In  so  doing,  it  is  said  he  waived  the  opportunity  of 
reaching  the  vessel,  if,  in  fact,  he  had  ever  entertained  the  intention 
of  sending  the  boat  on  board  at  high  water.  But  it  must  be  recol- 
lected, also,  that  the  boat  of  The  Fly,  which  lay  nearer,  had  gone  to 
the  prize  in  the  mean  time,  and  that  this  movement  had  been  per- 
ceived by  the  officer  on  shore.  That  circumstance  would  remove  the 
necessity  of  proceeding  to  make  an  actual  seizure,  though  it  could 
not  affect  his  right,  as  a  constructive  captor,  to  all  the  benefits  usually 
attending  the  being  in  sight  at  the  time  of  seizure. 


HIGH    COURT    OF    ADMIRALTY.  342 


The  Drie  Gcbrocdcra.    5  C  Rob. 


Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     In  this  case  it  is  certain  that  the  privateer  was 
the  actual  captor,  and  aLso  a  meritorious  captor,  as  the  object  was 
not  effected  without  considerable  exertion.     It  is  equally  certain  that 
the  king's  ship  was  in  sight  at  the  time.     On  behalf  of  a  king's  ship, . 
this  circumstance  alone  is  generally  held  sufficient  to  found 
a  claim  of  joint  capture,  and  to  raise  a  legal  *  presumption  [  *  342  ] 
of  the  animus  persequendi^^  which  is  not  so  readily  attri- 
buted to  private  ships  of  war.     They  go  out,  principally,  on  specula- 
tions of  interest,  and  are  not  called  upon  to  exert  those  prompt  hos- 
tilities, on  every  occasion,  to  which  king's  ships  are  in  duty  bound, 
by  the  nature  of  their  service.     As  to  king's  ships,  however,  it  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  the  presumption  may  be  repelled  by  contrary 
circumstances,  tending  to  show  that  there  was  either  no  knowledge 
of  the  capture  that  was  going  on,  or  no  intention  to  partake  in  it; 
in  fact,  that  there  was  no  active  or  constructive  assistance.     In  one 
case,  the  Lords  of  Appeal  decided  that  the  act  of  steering  a  contrary 
course  would  have  the  effect  of  repelling  the  force  of  any  inference 
raised  on  the  mere  presumption  of  law ;  and  other  cases  might  be 
pat,  short  of  that,  which  would,  I  conceive,  have  the  same  effect. 
As  if  a  king's  ship  was  lying  in  harbor,  utterly  ignorant  of  the  occur- 
rence, with  her  men  disper:9ed  and  sails  unset.     In  the  present  case, 
for  instance,  if  no  one  had  been  left  on  board  cognizant  of  what  was 
going  on,  it  might  have  been  a  circumstance  that  would  have  justi- 
fied the  application  of  the  same  rule.     But  the  facts  upon  which  this 
claim  is  founded  arc  very  different.     Here  was  a  man-of-war  going 
towards  Guernsey,  as  was  the  privateer^also  in  the  same  course; 
they  both  came  to  an  anchor,  being  becalmed ;  but  both  entertaining 
the  intention  of  prosecuting  their  voyage  when   a   breeze   should 
spring  up.     The  commander  of  the  king's  cutter  went  on  shore ;  but 
it  is  proved  that,  before  he  went,  he  gave  orders  "  that  the  vessel  in 
sight  might  be  watched,  that  at  a  proper  time  she  should  be  boarded, 
and  a  signal  should  be  made  to  him  if  t^he  should  weigh 
anchor.'*     It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  *  prize  had  been  [  *  3-13  ] 
an  object  of  attention  to  the  king*s  ship ;  and  the  master 
adds,  that   he  kept  a  watch  upon   her,  and  kept  his  sails  hoisted 
to  be  in  readiness,  ^'  if  a  resistance  had  been  made  to  the  boat  which 
was  perceived  to  go  off  to  her  from  the  privateer,  or  if  there  had  been 
any  attempt  to  escape."     If  there  is  any  truth  in  this  evidence,  it  is 
impossible  to  contend  that  there  was  no  intention  to  pursue.     The 


^  Supra^  La  Florc,  p.  269. 

20* 
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chief  circumstance  on  which  any  reliance  has  been  placed  is,  that 
the  commanding  officer,  Lieutenant  Mounsey,  went  on  shore,  as  he 
says,  to  reconnoitre  the  prize,  and  to  perform  other  services.  Bat, 
considering  that  such  directions  were  left,  and  that  the  state  of  the 
winds  insured  almost  a  moral  certainty  of  affording  assistance  when 
it  should  be  required,  I  think  much  stress  is  not  to  be  laid  on  that 
fact  The  privateer  did  not  put  herself  in  motion,  but  sent  her  boat, 
with  eight  men.  And  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  were  seven  men 
on  board  the  prize,  who  might,  probably,  have  resisted,  if  it  had  not 
been  deemed  hopeless  from  a  view  of  the  assistance  which  was  to  be 
expected  from  the  cutter.  The  subsequent  conduct  of  the  party, 
also,  is  not  immaterial,  as  showing  what  was  the  intention  of  The 
Swift.^  As  soon  as  the  wind  and  tide  served,  both  ships 
[  ^344  ]  got  •under  weigh  to  proceed  to  Guernsey;  and,  on  the  very 
first  meeting,  Lieutenant  Mounsey  took  measures  to  assert 
his  claim.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  eye  of  the  captain  of  the 
king's  ship,  who  was  on  shore,  should  be  on  the  vessel  at  the  precise 
moment  of  seizure ;  though,  according  to  some  parts  of  the  evidence, 
even  that  circumstance  was  not  wanting.  It  is  sufficient  that  those 
on  board  were  left  with  proper  directions,  and  that  they  exercised  a 
general  attention  on  the  object,  with  a  view  to  the  capture,  when  a 
proper  opportunity  should  offer.  On  the  facts  of  this  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  there  are  no  circumstances  shown  which  can  have  the 


^  An  objection  had  been  taken  to  the  evidence  of  the  mate  of  The  Swifl,  examined 
under  a  release,  on  the  ground  that  he  still  confessed  that  he  expected  to  share  in  the 
prize.    Ills  wonls  were :  — "  Tliat  the  deponent  knows  that  he  has,  by  the  said 
release,  divested  himself  of  all  legal  claim  to  any  part  of  the  said  capture ;  but  that 
he  expects,  should  the  said  W.  Mounsey  succeed  in  this  cause,  that  he  will  bo  liberal, 
and  suffer  the  deponent  to  receive  his  share  of  the  said  capture."    It  was  answered, 
that  this  objection  went  only  to  the  credit,  and  not  to  the  competency  of  the  witness, 
and  that  it  had  been  so  held  in  several  cases,  both  in  this  court  and  the  Court  (tf 
Appeal.     Objection  overruled.     So  in  the  case  of  The  San  Jose,  5th  February,  1806. 
But  note  the  distinction  in  the  case  of  The  Amitie,  Villeneuve,  21st  February,  1806. 
The  King's  Advocate  objected  to  the  evidence  of  one  witness,  that,  in  his  answer  to 
the  sixth  interrogatory,  he  had  acknowledged  *^  that  he  cannot  say  that  he  is  not  inte- 
rested, inasmuch  as  he  conceives  he  will  be  entitled  to  share  if  his  vessel  was  pith 
nounced  a  joint  captor,  though  he  had  signed  a  release."    On  the  other  side,  Laurence 
oontanded  that  as  he  was  clearly  not  interested,  the  effect  of  his  impression  was  no 
lihjeotion  in  this  case,  than  in  those  in  which  the  expectation  depended  anlj 
%j  of  the  parties.    But  the  court  rejected  the  evidence,  observing :  —  **I 
uderstood  the  distinction  in  these  courts  to  be,  that  if  the  witness  saji 
tzpecti  to  share  from  the  bounty  of  the  captors,  he  is  not  disqualified  or 
oonqietenfc,  whatever  may  be  the  deduction  of  credit  to  which  he  if 
nt  if  he  thinks  himself  entitled  in  law  he  acts  under  an  impressioa  of 
I  miden  him  incompetent^  however  erroneous  that  opinion  may  be.** 
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effect  of  ousting  the  claim  of  the  king's  ship,  founded  on  the  general 
presumptions  of  law ;  and,  therefore,  I  shall  pronounce  for  the  inte- 
rest of  The  Swift  to  share  in  this  capture. 


•INSTANCE  COURT.  [•345] 

The  Thames,  Drummond. 

January  29,  1805. 
Case  of  collision.    Damages  and  costs. 

This  was  a  case  of  collision,  on  a  suit  brought  by  the  late  master 
mnd  owner  of  the  coble,  or  fishing  smack,  The  John  and  Mary, 
against  the  owner  of  The  Thames,  sloop. 

The  act  of  court  alleged  that  about  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning 
of  the  llth  of  October,  1803,  the  said  coble  was  off  the  port  of  Great 
Yarmouth,  steering  about  north-north-cast,  hauled  close  to  the  wind, 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  the  land  on  boad,  with  a  fresh  breeze  from 
the  nortb-west  by  north,  at  which  time  the  sloop  (The  Thames)  was 
sailing  to  the  southward  with  the  wind  free,  and  drove  against  the  said 
coble,  and  struck  the  same  with  such  violence  on  her  starboard  bow, 
that  the  said  coble  soon  afterwards  sunk,  and  was  totally  lost,  with  all 
ber  fishing  nets  and  three  lasts  of  herrings,  stores,  &c.,  and  that  the  loss 
of  the  said  coble  was  solely  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of 
the  crew  of  the  said  sloop.*     The  *  different  representations  [  *  346  ] 


1  On  the  part  of  Tlic  Tliaincs  the  circumstances  of  the  accident  were  stated  in  tho 
&UowiD{j;  manner :  'lliat  the  M&id  ves5el,  The  Thames,  Dnimmond,  master,  saih>d  on 
ikt  9tli  of  October,  1803,  from  Dundee,  bound  to  London,  with  a  ear<^  of  variotis 
goodfi,  and  that  daring  the  Ku<i  voyagis  to  wit,  on  the  llth  of  the  said  month,  a)>out 
In  oVkK.'k,  A.  M^  the  said  ship  Wing  then  between  Eiistness  and  Orfurdne^s,  with  all 
ker  nils  wt  that  would  stand,  with  a  fn*sh  breeze  of  wind  fiom  the  north-west,  hteoring 
Wt  by  west,  the  said  Franeid  Drummond  being  desirous  of  learning  if  there  wore  any 
Frearh privmteen  on  the  coast,  resolved  to  speak  a  fishing-ooble,  whieh  he  {K'niived 
ataboBt  tliree  miles  distance,  on  his  weather  bow,  standing  to  the  northward,  and  fur 
that  popote  directed  the  man  at  the  helm  of  The  Thames  to  Iiaul  hiT  close  to  tho 
VBod,  wbich  was  done  aceoniingly.  Tliat  llobert  Hepburn,  the  mate,  soon  after 
waiTcd  bis  hand  to  the  coble,  td  speak  her;  that  at  such  time,  and  until  the  accident 

lii^pened,  there  were  but  two  men  on  the  coble's  deck ;  that 
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of  the  parties  were  supported  by  affidavits.     As  it  was  a 
[  •347]  question  depending  very  *inueh  upon  technical  skill  and 
experience  in  navigation,  at  the  application  of  the  parties, 
the  assistance  of  a  Trinity  master  was  requested. 

On  this  day,  Captain  Huddart  attended  in  compliance  with  the 
request  of  the  court,  and  the  case  was  argued  upon  the  evidence  of 
the  facts  relied  on  in  the  different  affidavits.  Captain  Huddart  being 
then  desired  by  the  court  to  state  the  impression  which  the  evidence 
had  made  upon  him,  observed,  '<  That  it  did  appear  to  him,  that  the 
representation  given  on  the  part  of  The  Thames  was  not  stated  in  a 
seamanlike  manner ;  that  The  Thames  was  described  to  be  sailing  to 
the  south,  with  a  wind  from  the  north-west  by  north,  whilst  the  coble 
was  coming  in  a  contrary  direction ;  that  it  was  asserted,  on  the  part 
of  The  Thames  that  she  wanted  to  obtain  information  of  the  coble, 
and  to  take  in  some  herrings  from  her,  but  that  she  did  not  act  in  a 
seamanlike  manner  for  that  purpose;  that  in  attempting  this  object 
it  did  not  appear  that  The  Thames  ever  altered  a  sail,  though  it  was 
not  to  be  expected  that  the  information  could  be  supplied,  and  the 
herrings  thrown  on  board,  without  any  notice  being  given  to  the 


thereupon  the  man  who  was  steering  the  coble,  instead  of  gradually  bearing  down  and 
nearing  The  Thames,  as  he  might  and  ought  to  have  done,  put  hi^helm  hard  a  weather, 
in  onler,  as  it  aj)peared,  to  go  athwart  hawse,  and  to  leeward  of  The  Thames,  then 
sailing  close  by  the  wind.  That  the  said  Francis  Drummond,  conceiving  that  the 
coble  could  scarcely  clear  The  Thames  in  that  direction,  ordered  the  man  who  was 
steering  The  Thames  to  put  the  helm  hard  a  lee,  in  order  to  throw  her  into  the  wind, 
and  thereby  to  avoid  the  coble,  which  was  immediately  done,  and  the  coble  thereby 
passed  clear  of  The  Thames  to  leewanl.  It  was  farther  alleged,  that  if  the  said  coble 
had  continued  her  then  course,  she  could  not  have  come  on  board  of,  or  received  any 
injury  from  The  Thames,  but  that  while  passing  The  Thames,  as  aforesaid,  the  man 
who  was  steering  the  coble  quitted  the  helm,  without  any  reason  for  so  doing,  and  ran 
forwards  ;  that  the  steering  of  the  coble  being  thus  deserted,  she  came  up  in  the  wind, 
and  having  great  way  through  the  water  she  ran  under  the  lee  and  larboard  bow  of 
The  Thames,  and  struck  her  own  starboard  bow  against  the  larboard  bow  of  The 
Thames,  and  struck  the  latter  with  such  violence,  that  she  stove  in  her  own  starboard 
bow.  It  was  farther  alleged,  that  during  the  whole  period  of  the  aforesaid  transactions 
the  wind  was  north-west,  and  not  north-west  and  by  north,  and  that  if  the  said  coble 
had  been  kept  in  the  course  she  was  steering,  when  first  observed  by  The  Thames,  she 
would  have  passed  clear  of  The  Thames  to  windward ;  and  that  afterwards,  when  the 
said  coble  altered  her  course,  with  a  view  to  pass  The  Thames  to  leeward,  she  wonkl 
have  done  so  by  The  Thames  putting  her  helm  a  lee,  as  she  did,  and  avoided  the  acci- 
dent that  happened,  if  the  man  who  was  steering  her  had  not,  as  aforesaid,  deserted 
the  helm ;  that  The  Thames  was  navigated  in  a  proper  and  seamaulike  manner,  and 
that  the  aforesaid  accident  arose  entirely  from  the  unskilfulness,  mismanagement,  and 
negligence  of  the  master  of  the  '«« or  of  the  man  who  was  steering. 
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oobic  of  what  it  was  that  was  wanted;  that  in  his  opinion  The 
Thames  should  have  been  put  about^  by  which  means  all 
the  *  danger  would  have  been  avoided ;  that  it  appeared  to  [  *  348  ] 
him  that  the  loss  had  been  occasioned  by  the  bold  manccu- 
vre  of  attempting  to  run  The  Thames  all  at  once  alongside  the 
coble,  which  did  not  appear  to  have  ever  altered  her  course ;  that  the 
particular  manner  in  which  the  blow  was  stated  to  have  been  received 
on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  coble,  from  the  larboard  bow  of  The 
Thamesi  could  not  have  happened  whilst  the  vessel  was  passing, 
unless  owing  to  the  improper  course  and  direction  in  which  The 
Thames  was  steered.     That,  upon  the  whole,  it  appeared  to  him 
that  the  accident  was  owing  to  the  unseamanlike  manner  in  which 
The  Thames  was  navigated. 

JUDCMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  court  is  very  much  obliged  to  Captain  Hud- 
dart  for  these  observations.  They  are  such  as  perfectly  concur  with 
the  opinion  which  the  court  itself  would  have  formed  on  a  more 
superficial  view  of  the  subject.  It  was  to  be  expected  from  a  gentle- 
man of  nautical  experience  that  he  would  be  able  to  form  a  judgment 
on  more  critical  ground;*,  and  that  expectation  has  not  been  disap- 
pointed. Under  these  observations  it  remains  only  for  the  court  to 
pronounce,  that  the  coble  was  run  down  and  sunk  by  the  misconduct 
of  The  Thames,  and  that  the  loss  which  has  been  so  occasioned 
must  be  repaired. 

Costs  given. 


•  Stella  del  Norte,  Costa.  [  •  349  ] 

NoTembor  6,  1S04.    Jonuarj  29,  1805. 

CoDjvoct  expedition.    Claim  of  joint  capture,  on  the  part  of  ships  detached  from  the  cap- 
tarin;*  iquadroD,  allcj^cd  by  virtue  of  the  special  nature  of  the  scr\'ice  and  tlic  agreements 
the  Anstrian  general  and  Lord  Keith,  not  sustained.^ 


This  was  a  case  on  the  admission  of  an  allegation  of  joint  cap- 
ture, on  the  part  of  the  fleet  under  the  command  of  Lord  Keith, 
claiming  to  share  in  certain  vessels  taken  by  ships  detached  from 
that  squadron,  to  act  in  concert  with  the  Austrian  forces  on  the  coast 


[For  cases  m  to  joint  capture  sco  note  to  The  Kordstcm,  1  Acton,  128.] 
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of  Genoa,  for  the  purpose  of  driving  the  French  forces  out  of  that 
country.  The  ship  in  question,  and  several  other  vessels,  were  cap- 
tured by  his  Majesty's  ships  The  Phaeton,  Mutine,  and  Camelion, 
coasting  along  shore,  in  cooperation  with  the  Austrian  forces,  after 
the  Austrians  had  driven  away  the  garrison  from  a  battery,  under  the 
protection  of  which  these  vessels  had  been  lying.    . 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  it  was  contended  —  That  this  case 
was  distinguished  from  ordinary  cases  of  captures  made  by  detached 
ships  out  of  sight  of  the  squadron,  by  the  circumstance  of  the  asso* 
ciatcd  service  on  which  the  vessels  were  employed,  and  by  the  agree- 
ment between  Lord  Keith  and  the  commander  of  the  Austrian  forces, 
"  that  all  booty  made  on  that  expedition  should  be  divided  equally 
between  the  British  and  the  Austrian  forces." 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  denied  that  there  was  any  thing  in  the 

nature  of  the  service  to  raise  a  distinction  between  this 

[  •  350  ]  case  and  other  captures  by  a  *  detached  force.     That  it  was 

too  much  to  attribute  such  an  effect  to  the  vague  terms  of 

the  agreement  alluded  to,  more  especially  as  that  instrument  was  not 

before  the  court.     The  general  argument  being  comprised  in  the 

observations  occurring  in  the  judgment,  it  is  deemed  unnecessary  to 

insert  it  in  detail  in  a  case  of  this  description. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  arises  on  a  capture,  which  is 
stated  in  the  allegation  to  have  been  made  in  a  conjunct  expedition, 
but  certainly  in  an  expedition  very  much  distinguished  from  those 
which  are  usually  so  denominated,  and  differing  in  two  circam* 
stances  from  the  cases  of  conjunct  expedition  which  are  described  in 
the  Prize  Act.  The  first  of  these  circumstances  is,  that  it  was  a 
conjunct  expedition  between  his  Majesty's  sea  forces  and  an  allied 
army,  which  is  alone  sufficient  to  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
Prize  Act,  which  must  be  supposed  to  regard  only  such  expeditions 
as  arc  undertaken  by  his  Majesty's  land  and  sea  forces.  A  second 
material  circumstance  is,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act  point 
particularly  to  expeditions  against  some  fortress  at  land,  which  is 
accessible  by  land  on  one  side  and  by  sea  on  the  other,  against  which 
both  descriptions  of  force  arc  capable  of  concurring  in  one  identical 
operation.  This  is  a  case  totally  different,  inasmuch  as  it  is  a 
capture  entirely  naval ;  for  which,  as  a  case  of  conjunct  operatioOt 
the  Prize  Act  docs  not  provide  any  rule,  and  for  which  I  am  not 
aware  that  any   authority   can  be    derived    from   precedents  that 
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have  •  occurred  in  the  practice  of  this  court.  As  far  as  the  [  *  351  ] 
particulars  of  the  case  may  be  taken  to  be  distinctly  stated 
ia  the  allegation,  it  is  a  conjunct  expedition  of  a  much  wider  range  ; 
it  ia  the  case  of  an  army  sweeping  the  shore,  and  of  a  fleet  sailing 
along  the  coast,  not  pressing  on  any  particular  point,  but  both  going 
on  progressively,  with  a  view  of  aflbrding  mutual  assistance  against 
a  whole  country.  It  is,  therefore,  materially  diflerent  from  ordinary 
cases  in  this  particular  circumstance,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive 
objects  of  booty  or  prize,  as  to  which  there  could  be  any  privity  or 
cooperation  between  them.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  Russian  army 
landed  in  France,  and  supported,  as  far  as  it  was  capable  of  receiv- 
ing assistance,  by  an  English  fleet  upon  the  coast.  Though  a 
general  purpose  of  concert  and  assistance  might  subsist  between 
them,  there  would  be  many  acts  and  many  situations  in  which  there 
could  be  no  possibility  of  cooperation.  If  the  army  moved  ever  so 
little  into  the  interior,  with  a  view  of  concentrating  its  force  or  of 
taking  a  more  advantageous  position,  any  booty  taken  in  such  a 
course  would  be  a  capture,  towards  which  scarcely  any  privity  or 
communication  of  endeavor  could  subsist  between  the  two  forces,  in 
comparison  with  other  eases  of  cooperation,  pointing  to  one  parti- 
cular and  identical  object.  So,  on  the  other  side,  whil.-^t  the  army 
was  ever  so  litth*  retired,  a  capture  made  by  the  fleet  of  any  ships 
appearing  on  the  coast  must  be  an  act  in  which  the  army  could  have 
very  little  participation.  I  mention  these  instances  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  the  present  case,  in  its  full  extent,  is  rather 
of  a  novel  nature,  and  not  falling  within  the  rules  of  'con-  [  •352  ] 
junct  expeditions,  as  they  are  ordinarily  applied  in  this 
court  It  would,  at  least,  recjuire  some  consideration,  therefore, 
before  the  court  could  venture  to  determine  how  far  the  provisions 
of  the  Prize  Act  are  to  be  applied,  in  all  points  and  without  reserve, 
to  govern  such  a  case.  It  is  rather  a  case  to  be  settled  by  conjpaet 
between  the  parties,  in  which  it  would  be  extremely  desirable  that 
unanimity  should  be  secured,  and  all  cause  of  dissension  eflectually 
removed  by  previous  understanding  and  agreement ;  since  I  am  not 
twarc  of  any  principle  of  law,  or  of  any  authority  from  practice,  by 
which  the  interests  of  the  several  |)artics  have  been  hitherto  ascer- 
tained. These  are  some  considerations  which  arise  on  the  general 
Tiew  of  the  case,  and  I  advert  to  them  for  the  purpo.<e  of  intimating 
how  necessary  it  would  be  for  the  court,  when  it  is  got  on  such  new 
ground,  to  have  the  facts  of  the  case  established  with  all  possible 
precision,  in  order  that  it  may  be  enabled  to  see  more  distinctly  what 
that  ground  is.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  facts  are  sufli- 
ctently  described  in  thia  allegation.      No  mention  is  made  of  the 
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agreement,  on  which  the  whole  cause  depends,  till  the  eighth  article, 
and  merely  in  terms  of  reference,  as  to  a  past  transaction  :  —  "  That 
it  had  been  agreed  by  General  Melas  and  Lord  Keith,  by  corres- 
pondence, that  all  booty  should  be  divided  between  them."  At  what 
time  this  correspondence  passed,  or  what  were  the  exact  terms  of 
the  agreement,  we  are  not  informed.  It  is  certainly  very  desirable 
that  tho  agreement  itself  should  be  produced,  that  the  court  may  be 
enabled  to  put  its  own  legal  construction  upon  it.  It  is 
[  •  353  ]  only  •  stated,  generally,  "  that  there  had  been  such  an  agree- 
ment," and  in  these  large  terms,  "that  the  whole  booty 
should  be  divided."  In  such  an  expedition  as  this  was,  entirely  oat 
of  the  view  or  contemplation  of  the  act  of  parliament,  the  command- 
ers-in-chief of  the  several  parts  of  the  combined  forces  may,  I  think, 
be  supposed,  with  great  propriety,  to  be  invested  with  sufficient 
authority  to  make  such  an  agreement,  as  a  necessary  measure  for 
preserving  the  harmony  of  the  expedition;  and  if  that  agreement 
was  confirmed  by  their  respective  governments,  it  is  that  which  this 
court  would  consider  as  competent  to  bind  all  the  parts  of  that  force. 
It  would  be  necessary,  however,  before  any  advantage  could  be 
derived  from  the  stipulations  of  that  agreement,  that  the  agreement 
itself  should  be  very  distinctly  before  the  court. 

The  allegation  states,  "  that  the  ships  took  possession,  &c."  That 
the  army  was  in  any  way  instrumental  in  this  act  does  not  appear, 
though  something  of  that  kind  has  been  thrown  out  in  argument 
The  allegation  goes  on  to  state  what  I  conceive  was  meant  to  be  a 
ground  of  law  on  which  the  other  parts  of  this  fleet  would  be  enti- 
tled, since  this  is  not  a  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  army,  "  that 
they  were  under  the  command  of  Lord  Keith."  Certainly  that  alone 
would  not  be  sufficient,  that  they  were  under  the  same  command,  if 
employed  on  separate  services.  It  is  stated  also,  "  that  they  were 
employed  in  the  blockade  of  Genoa,  and  in  cooperating  with  the 
Austrian  forces  under  the  command  of  General  Melas."  Now,  on 
the  whole  of  this  description,  I  think,  it  would  be  going  farther  than 
the  authority  of  any  case  yet  determined  would  warrant,  to  hold, 
that  all  these  points  of  cooperation  are  to  be  combined  in 
[  *  354  ]  such  an  unity  of  purpose,  as  to  entitle  all  the  parts  of  *  that 
force  to  share  in  each  other's  booty.  One  part  was  em- 
ployed in  the  blockade  of  Genoa,  a  second  detachment  was  employed 
upon  the  coast  on  one  side  of  Genoa,  and  another  on  the  other  side. 
To  say  that  all  these  services  are  to  be  combined  in  one  general 
cooperation,  would  be  to  establish  a  principle  of  unity  in  conjunrt 
operations,  of  a  very  large  scale,  and  far  beyond  what  the  court  is 
warranted  to  do  by  the  authority  of  any  case  that  has  yet  been  deter^ 
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mined.  It  is  said,  "that  the  Austrian  forces  were  instrumental  in 
driving  away  the  garrison  from  the  forts  by  which  the  sliips  had  been 
protected,  and  that  the  capture  could  not  have  been  made  by  the 
English  ships  alone,  without  the  operation  of  the  Austrian  army." 
That,  I  think,  would  not  be  decisive  to  support  an  interest.  In  the 
case  of  a  Russian  army,  which  I  have  already  suggested,  the  move- 
ments of  the  army,  though  without  reference  to  that  eflbct,  might 
tend  cvenlually  to  the  success  of  an  attack  of  ships  on  the  coasts, 
though  the  movements  were  taken  only  for  the  accommodation  of 
their  own  plans ;  yet,  on  such  a  remote  and  accidental  assistance,  it 
would,  I  think,  be  dilFicuIt  to  construct  a  claim  of  joint  interest,  on 
the  principle  of  cooperation  and  conjunct  expedition. 

There  are  two  ways  in  which  this  case  may  be  considered;  first, 
without  any  refiTence  to  the  Austrian  army;  and  secondly,  with 
reference  to  that  connection,  and  the  effect  of  their  cooperation.  If 
the  case  is  considered  independent  of  any  connection  with  the  army, 
and  only  under  the  ordinary  grounds  of  capture  at  sea,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  Heet  at  large  could  not  establish  a  right  to  share,  though 
Lord  Keith,  I  perceive,  j^cems  to  have  entertaijied  a  dillerent 
impression.  On  the  other  'supposition,  that  the  event  was  [  "  355  ] 
materially  connected  with  the  operation  of  the  Austrian 
force:*,  the  eifect  of  that  circumstanec  must  depend  almost  entirely 
on  the  terms  of  the  agreement;  and  I  have  already  observed,  that 
the  article  pleading  the  agreement  is  not  very  distinct  or  sj)ecilic  in 
the  description  of  it.  As  it  stands  at  present,  it  states  that  *'thc 
whole  booty  should  be  divided."  The  word  booty,  is  in  itself  rather 
an  equivocal  term,  and  in  its  obvious  meaning  applies  more  properly 
to  capture  at  land,  and  to  the  capitulation  of  towns ;  without  some 
context,  to  qualify  its  general  sen>e,  it  would  not,  I  think,  be  taken 
in  its  ordinary  meaning  to  point  to  captures  at  sea,  though  I^ord 
Keith,  very  honorably  towards  the  Austrian  army,  seems  to  put  that 
interpretation  upon  it.  Another  ex|)ression  is,  "  that  all  articles 
which  came  into  their  hands  should  be  divided.*'  Tiiat,  again,  is  not 
a  very  precise  phrase;  and  it  is  always  to  be  remembered  that  the 
Austrian  forces  do  not  seem  to  have  put  that  construction  upon  it, 
sincp  they  are  not  before  the  court  in  any  manner  asserting  a  claim 
on  their  own  behalf,  as  arising  out  ol  this  agreement.  They  are 
silent  on  the  subject;  and  by  their  silence,  they  must  be  ct)n.-idered 
ad  disclaiming  any  interest  in  the  captures,  and  as  admitting  liiat 
they  did  not  understand  the  contract  to  apply  to  eaptun  s  of  this 
naiure.  In  argument,  indeed,  it  has  been  attempted  to  aeeount  for 
their  non-appearance;  but  that  is  the  suggestion  of  counsel  only, 
whilst,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  fact  itself,  that  they  do  not 
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appear  to  put  forward  any  claims  on  their  own  behalf.     This  non- 
appearance must,  I  think,  be  taken  as  a  waiver  or  disclaimer  of  any 
such  interests.     I  must  observe,  also,  that  it  is  not  shown 
[*356]  in  what  •manner  the  agreement  was  acted  upon  in  other 
respects,  whether  in  fact  it  was  adhered  to,  or  renounced 
by  the  principal  parties  themselves.     Suppose  a  contract  between 
two  persons,  A  and  B.     If  it  was  renounced  on  the  part  of  B^ 
I  do  not  see  that  it  would  be  competent  to  other  particular  pe^ 
sons,  under  A,  that  is,  in  the  present  instance,  under  Lord  Keith, 
to  set  up  the  instrument,  and  demand  to  have   a   different  prin« 
ciple   of   distribution   applied   towards   them,   and  with    reference 
only  to  other  subordinate  parties  under  it,  than  what  would  have 
prevailed,  if  no  agreement  had  been  entered  into  between  the  princi- 
pals, or  had  been  cancelled  or  become  extinct,  or  had  been  formally 
renounced.     What  the  result  might  be  of  a  demand  on  the  part  of 
the  Austrian  army,  it  will  be  unnecessary  in  the  present  instance  to 
consider,  because  there  is  no  intimation  of  a  claim  on  their  behalf. 
They  are  silent ;  and  this  silence  must  be  "taken  as  a  virtual  renunci- 
ation of  every  demand  on  their  part.     That  being  the  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not  competent  to  these  other  persons,  composing 
the  fleet  under  Lord  Keith,  to  set  up  the  agreement,  or  the  effect 
that  might  attend  it,  if  directly  brought  forward  and  substantiated, 
on  behalf  of  the  original  parties  themselves.     I  am  disposed,  there- 
fore, to  reject  the  allegation,  as  insufficient  in  point  of  law  to  support 
the  interest  claimed  under  it. 
Expenses  allowed  by  consent. 


[•357]  'Die  Fire  Damer,  Giese. 

February  16,  1805. 
Damage,  by  wilful  negligence  of  the  prize-master ;  compensation. 

Tins  was  a  case  of  a  claim  of  costs  and  damages,  on  account  of 
injury  sustained  by  striking  on  a  rock  off  Falmouth,  owing  to  the 
wilful  neglect  of  the  prize-master,  in  refusing  to  receive  advice  or 
take  a  pilot  on  board.  The  protest  of  the  neutral  master  stated  a 
case  of  great  violence  on  the  part  of  the  prize-master,  who  was  repre- 
sented to  have  been  almost  in  a  continued  state  of  intoxication,  and 
to  have  been  guilty  of  great  cruelty  and  misbehavior  to  the  crew  of 
the  captured  vessel.    Farther  time  had  been  repeatedly  given  to  the 
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owners  to  defend  themselves  against  this  charge.     No  affidavits  being 
now  produced  — 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Robinson  stated  the 
damage  which  had  been  sustained,  and  the  ill  treatment  of  the  crew, 
tnd  prayed  that  the  court  would  mark  this  case  by  decree  of  pecu- 
niary compensation  against  the  owners,  in  the  same  manner  as  was 
done  in  the  case  of  The  Purissima  Conception.^ 

•Judgment.  [  •  358  ] 

Sir  W.  Scott.     I  am  under  the  necessity  of  holding  this 
charge  to  have  been  suiliciently  proved  by  the  oath  of  the 
neatral  master,  unanswered  as  it  is  *  by  any  evidence  offered  [  *  359  ] 
on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  privateer,  since  the  cause 
fint  came  on,  in  September,  1^03.     That  damage  was  actually  sus- 
tained is  indeed  admitted  by  the  negotiation  which  the  agents  of 
the  owners  are  stated  to  have  been  at  one  time  disposed  to  enter 


1  Supra,  p.  3.'),  [and  note.] 

Tlic  editor  takes  this  oi){M)rtuiiity  oi*Intn>dii(>ii)<;  the  secpiol  of  that  ('a<r  :  On  the  !Uh 
of  April,  180G.  it  ecime  nn  a^iin,  on  the  n'lxirt  of  tlie  re«iistriir  and  nien'hantSf  statin*:  tho 
amount  of  the  euiU-zzlenient  which  had  taken  place,  ^k<'.  On  the  part  of  the  l»riti^h 
mcit'hanl  who  luid  acted  a-<  a;;ent  in  ehiiniin<<;  the  pmperty,  it  was  prayed  that  tho 
I'ourt  would  confmn  the  r^-port,  n<>twith^tandin;r  the  Spanish  proprietors  were  now 
bci*oiije  eneniie?,  ami  ha»l  na  lonp-r  a  ji*  rsuna  sf'infii  U^fure  the  court.  That  it  would 
<iiri'«.*t  tho  sum  rei)orted  to  be  bronjjht  into  the  registry,  and  aho  tlie  co.-^t*,  for  the  pup- 
pone  of  Ixi'inff  paid  to  the  Britisli  nicrdiant,  as  an  indemnification  for  the  exi>ensefl 
incarred  by  him  in  pmsecutin;:  the  chiini.  The  Kin;r*s  Advocate  stated  some  eircum- 
itancetf  in  mitigation,  on  the  jKirt  of  the  capturs.  CuruT.  This  was  a  case  of  great 
mi^f'onduct  in  the  privateer,  who  made  the  si'izure,  in  time  of  iH'acc,  and  afterwards 
delayed  for  a  eon<idenil)le  time  to  bring  the  <ast»  to  adju<lieation.  When  it  was 
brought  on,  restitution  was  resistcil  on  grounds  which  the  court  could  not  but  eonsider 
M  whullv  untenable.  At  the  time  (»f  the  former  decree,  the  charge  of  embezzlement* 
wtf  referre«l  to  the  registrar  and  men-hants,  and  the  ipiestion  of  co«<ts  was  n-served. 
The  rx*gi.»trar  and  merchants  now  report  that  there  U  a  deficiency.  To  the  tiirnu-r 
derrve  I  W^A  Ijack  witliout  anv  dissa(i>fa<'tii)n,  cmisiderin^  it  to  Ix'  nothinu  more  than 
what  was  due  to  the  pnrties,  and  to  the  honor  of  the  country.  I  am,  therefore,  dis- 
pQwd  to  carry  that  decree  into  clTcct  to  the  utmost  extent,  unle.-s««  I  am  obstructed  by 
AST  prineiple  of  law  that  should  prevent  me  from  making  any  <lecree  in  favor  of  ]>er- 
MMU,  who  now  stand  in  the  condition  of  alien  enemies.  13ut  I  think  I  can  perceive  a 
node  in  which  I  shall  avuiil  all  danger  of  violating  any  principle  of  law,  and  in  which 
1  BUj  cxp«*et  to  Ik'  supportcil  by  the  authority  oi'  government.  I  shall  diivct  the 
mooer  to  be  bnuight  into  tiie  registry  to  be  at  the  di-posal  of  his  ALijesty ;  and  I 
appn-hcnd  it  will  not  be  diHiiMilt  to  obtain  a  license  to  enable  the  claimants  to  take  it 
oatf  u  a  reparation  for  the  injury  which  the  court  has  alri'ady  pronounced  them  to 
liAve  rv4*eivcd.  1  shall  direct  the  sum  reported  as  deficient,  and  also  the  costs,  to  bu 
bfooglit  into  court 
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into,  for  the  reparation  of  the  injury  which  the  vessel  had  received. 
It  must,  therefore,  be  pronounced  to  be  a  case  of  costs  and  damages, 
and  be  referred  to  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  report  the  amount 
But  the  court  will  not  stop  here.  Owners  are  farther  answerable  for 
the  proper  conduct  of  the  persons  to  whose  care  they  intrust  the  con- 
duct of  their  privateer.  They  ought  not  to  put  their  vessel  into  the 
hands  of  a  person  capable  of  being  guilty  of  such  outrageous  beha- 
vior as  is  imputed  to  the  prize-master  in  this  instance,  and  is  not 
contradicted.  The  protest  was  communicated  to  the  owners  in  an 
early  stage  of  the  cause  ;  and  it  was  their  duty  immediately  to  have 
used  all  means  to  exculpate  themselves  and  their  crew.^  Since  this 
has  not  been  done,  I  must  admit  the  charge  as  proved ;  and  I  think 
I  deal  out  very  scanty  justice  by  condemning  them  in  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  guineas,  to  be  divided  amongst  the  crew  of  the  neutral 
vessel,  which  consisted  of  ten  persons.  As  to  the  distribution  of  that 
sum,  I  shall  direct  twenty  guineas  to  be  given  to  the  master,  fifteen 

to  the  boy,  who  was  particularly  the  object  of  ill  usage,  and 
[  *  360  ]  the  remainder  to  be  divided  equally  among  *  the  rest  of  the 

crew.  It  is  stated  that  the  privateer  which  made  this  cap- 
ture has  been  since  lost.  If  that  had  not  been  the  case,  I  should  cer- 
tainly have  directed  measures  to  be  taken  for  the  forfeiture  of  her 
letter  of  marque. 


Tin:  Sacra  Familia,  Gusap. 

March  14,  1805. 

Decree  of  removal,  on  the  prayer  of  tlie  actual  captor,  sustained,  notwithstanding  the  oppo- 
sition of  an  asserted  joint  captor. 

Tins  was  a  question  ari.<ing  on  an  application  made  on  behalf  of 
a  Liverpool  privateer,  being  the  actual  captor,  to  have  the  prize 
removed  io  Liverpool,  from  Plyinoutli,  where  she  had  been  brought 
by  a  king's  ship,  who  had  dispossessed  the  privateer,  under  the  pre- 
tence of  being  a  joint  captor.  A  decree  had  been  obtained  to  that 
effect  on  a  former  day  ;  but  a  motion  was  now  made,  on  the  part  of 


I  It  was  said  in  excuse,  that  the  prize-master  and  other  persons,  on  whose  affidaTits 
alone  they  could  ground  any  defence,  had  been  absent  ever  since  on  a  voyage  to  the 
West  Indies. 
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his  Majesty's  ^*hip  The  Uranic,  the  asserted  joint  captor,^  praying 
that  the  court  would  not  permit  the  commission  to  issue. 

On  the  part  of  the  joint  captor,  the  Kuiff^s  Advocate.  The  cap- 
tun^  was  made  soon  after  the  declaration  of  hostilities  against  Spain. 
The  privateer,  who  was  the  actual  captor,  had  not  a  letter  of  marque 
on  board  against  Spain.  The  Uranie  being  in  sight  at  the  time,  and 
coming  up,  took  possession  of  the  prize  under  an  erroneous  impres- 
sion, which  seems  to  have  been  very  generally  entertained 
by  the  navy,  and  which  *is  stated  to  have  arisen  from  a  [  •SGI  ] 
misapprehension  of  the  law  to  that  effect,  circulated  in  a 
late  publication.^  It  does  not  appear  that  the  master  of  the  priva- 
teer in  any  manner  opposed  the  measures  which  were  pursued  on 
the  part  of  the  joint  captor,  or  that  he  expressed  any  intention  or 
wish  to  hav(»  tin*  prize  sent  to  Liverpool.  To  remove  her  to  that 
port  would  be  rather  for  the  convenience  of  the  owners  than  for  the 
benefit  of  the  joint  interest,  in  which  the  king's  ship,  though  only  a 
joint  captor,  will  partake  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  the  privateer. 
Under  these  circumstances,  and  after  an  allegation  of  joint  capture 
has  been  asserted,  it  is  hoped  that  the  court  will  not  sanction  a  mea- 
sure which  will  take  the  prize  entirely  out  of  the  view  of  the  king's 
ship;  or,  if  it  is  thought  ne(re?;sary  t*)  remove  her  at  all,  that  the  court 
will  direct  the  prize  to  be  brought  to  London. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  stated  —  That  the  commission  had 
been  already  granted  ;  and  submitted,  with  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  ease,  that  suHicient  cause  was  not  shown  why  that 
decree  should  be  superseded. 

•Judgment.  [•362] 

Sir  W.  Scott.     The  question   before  me  is,  whether  I 


1  llih  Junr,  180<».  This  causo  came  on  to  Im^  lioanl  on  the  rlaim  of  his  Majesty's 
Aip  Uranir.  to  share  a:?  joint  captor,  on  the  pica  of  being  in  si;;ht,  when  the  claim  was 
tKablL4if<J. 

*"lf  the  state  be  at  war  with  tlilleront  state-',  it  U  no^'cssan'  tliat  there  should  Ixj 
eitlK'r  one  commission  incluilin;^  all,  or  .^ciKirate  coinmissions  a;r:iinst  each;  otherwise, 
if  a  captain,  liaving  a  commission  only  against  the  Fn>n<'h,  should  fall  in  with  and  eai>- 
tnre  a  Spanianl,  sm'h  cajUure  could  not  he  condi-niiu  d  in  the  admiralty  as  lawful 
priiv.  but  mi<;ht  be  taken  away  by  such  nnn-ot-war  as  >htHild  first  tall  in  with  hint.'* 
Spirit  of  Marine  J-aw,  hy  John  ^Lixwell,  (»f  the  Honorable  S>iety  of  the  Inner  Tem- 
ple. aiK]  late  of  the  Uoyal  Navy.  TliiM  citation  ir^  intpnluccd,  S4>lcly  for  the  purj»ose  of 
mnvotinp  the  Grroncous  intimation  of  the  last  clause,  by  the  observations  nuide  uj»on 
it  ia  the  judgment.    Jn/ra,  p.  3G2. 
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shall  carry  into  effect  the  decree  which  has  already  passed,  or  whe- 
ther sufficient  cause  is  shown  to  stop  the  commission  which  has  been 
granted.  It  appears  that  the  prize  was  a  Spanish  vessel  of  consi- 
derable value,  taken  by  a  Liverpool  privateer,  not  having  on  board  a 
letter  of  marque  against  Spain  ;  but  the  master  must  be  presumed  to 
have  supposed  that  his  owners  would  be  active  in  their  own  inte- 
rests, and  that  they  would  use  immediate  exertions  to  arm  them- 
selves with  a  commission  against  Spain.  He  made  the  capture 
expressly  on  the  ground  of  Spanish  hostilities,  and  had  in  his  posses- 
sion the  Gazette  containing  intelligence  of  that  occurrence,  and 
showed  it  to  the  master  of  the  Spanish  vessel.  The  king's  ship 
came  up  after  the  capture,  and  dispossessed  him.  I  am  not  disposed 
to  say  any  thing  vindictive  on  this  point,  as  the  error  seems  to  have 
been  very  general  in  the  navy,  and  to  have  been  derived  from  some 
publication  which  the  gentlemen  of  that  profession  have  been  in  the 
habit  of  considering  as  legal  authority.  The  fact,  however,  is,  that 
the  king's  ship  did  dispossess  the  privateer,  and  brought  the  prize  to 
Plymouth,  where,  on  better  advice  being  obtained,  the  possession 
was,  it  is  said,  immediately  given  up.  Proceedings  were  com- 
menced here  on  the  part  of  the  privateer,  no  appearance  being  then 
given  for  other  parties.  A  commission  of  removal  was  prayed,  and 
was  not  then  opposed.  Under  such  circumstances,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  actual  captor  to  do  more  than  state  his  wish  that  the 

prize  might  be  removed  to  Liverpool ;  the  commission 
[  *  363  ]  *  passed,  as  of  course,  under  the  usual  provisions.     That 

the  parties  should  wic?h  the  prize  to  be  carried  to  their  o^ii 
port  was  very  natural ;  and  as  long  as  it  was  not  an  improper  ma^ 
ket,  which  Liverpool  can  scarcely  be  stated  to  be,  there  seemed  io 
be  no  ground  of  objection  on  the  part  of  the  court.  Had  the  appli- 
cation becui  for  a  removal  to  a  market  evidently  disadvantageous,  as 
for  instance,  to  Greenock,  or  any  other  such  port,  where  the  conve- 
nience of  the  actual  captor  would  have  been  consulted  in  opposition 
to  the  general  interest,  the  case  would  have  stood  on  very  different 
grounds.  An  opposition  is  now  given  on  the  part  of  the  joint  cap- 
tor, praying  that  the  prize  may  not  be  removed  to  Liverpool,  but 
that  it  may  be  brought  to  London.  To  sell  at  Plymouth  is  out  of 
the  question ;  that  port  cannot  be  supposed  to  afford  a  very  bene- 
ficial market.  It  seems,  indeed,  to  be  entirely  out  of  the  intention 
of  either  of  the  parties  that  the  prize  should  remain  there ;  but  they 
are  not  agreed  as  to  the  place  to  which  she  shall  be  removed.  Now, 
in  such  a  case,  I  have  always  understood  that  the  actual  captor  is 
potior  jure.  Can  it  be  said  that,  when  he  is  desirous  of  sending  the 
prize  to  a  port  not  improper,  and  more  commodious  for  the  conve- 
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niencr  of  the  owners,  a  mere  constructive  captor  should  be  at  liberty 
to  defeat  that  wir»h,  by  suggesting  a  market  which  may,  by  possi- 
bility, be  in  some  respects  a  little  more  advantageous.  To  allow 
such  a  power  to  the  constructive  captor  would  be  going  farther  than  I 
ever  remember  to  have  been  done.  If  the  port  to  which  the  prize  was 
intended  to  be  removed  had  been  a  port  unsuitable  in  itself, 
or  one  in  which  any  danger  of  *  embezzlement  could  be  [  *  364  ] 
apprehended,  I  have  already  said  that  it  might  afford 
grounds  for  an  opposition  of  this  kind.  In  the  present  case,  the  only 
question  which  could  be  made  is,  wh(?ther  the  privateer  expressed 
any  intention  of  sending  the  prize  to  Liverpool  in  the  first. instance, 
or  whether  it  might  not  have  been  brought  to  Plymouth  with  the 
perfect  concurrence  of  all  parties,  and  whether  the  actual  captor 
shall  be  called  upon  to  show  an  original  intention  of  going  to  Liver- 
pool. Because  if  no  such  wish  was  entertained  at  the  time  of  cap- 
ture, and  the  intention  of  cairying  her  to  Liverpool  was  only  lately 
taken  up,  in  departure  from  tlu^  original  plan,  it  might,  perhaps,  jus- 
tify a  joint  captor  to  oppose  such  a  removal.  But  on  this  point  I 
think  it  mu>t  be  presumed,  from  the  situation  of  the  parties  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  that  such  an  intention  was,  in  fact,  enter- 
tained on  the  part  of  the  actual  captor ;  or,  if  any  doubt  <-an  be  sup- 
posed to  exist  on  that  head,  it  is  ngain  repelled  hy  the  neglect  of  the 
joint  captor,  in  not  apjM'aring  to  make  any  obje^-tion  to  the  original 
ap|>lieation.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  objection,  coming  as  it  does 
at  tliir*  late  period,  is  not  sullicient  to  induce  the  court  to  supersede 
the  commission  which  has  already  been  decreed,  and  I  have  no  hesi- 
tation in  direclini^  the  former  decree  to  be  carried  into  clfect. 


•  Tni;  Makia,  Jackson.  [  *  360  ] 

ScpioiiiUr  ir»,  i!=o:.. 

Contiouoas  voyap^c  in  tin*  colonial  xraAv  of  tlit*  ou'-iny.     Ki'vii'w  of  fonncr  cases.*    Farther 

proof  on  tlio  facts  of  this  c;^^^.     Ultimate  rcstitutimi. 

This  was  a  case  of  an  American  ship  whicli  had  come  from  the 


1  [The  chief  Ueirisions  on  continuity  of  voyajrt's  arc,  'Hk»  Minrrva,  o  C.  lIo1».  2J0 ; 
The  C*ri  Walter,  A  C.  llob.  2U7 ;  The  Mcrcurius,  I  Kdw.  03;  The  Thorny rL*.  Id. 
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Havanna  to  New  Providence,  with  a  cargo  of  colonial  produce,  and 
wa.-^  proceeding,  when  taken,  with  a  conr^iderable  part  of  that  cargo 
on  board,  to  the  port  of  Amsterdain. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Laurence  ad- 
verted to  the  general  principle  of  law  that  had  been  applied  to  this 
class  of  cases;  and  to  the  necessity  of  adhering  to  it,  in  proportion  as 
the  activity  employed  in  this  course  of  trade  on  the  part  of  the  mer- 
chants in  America,  and  the  interests  which  the  enemy  *  bad 
[  •  366  ]  derived  in  encouraging  such  a  trade,  became  *  every  day 


17;  The  Matchless,  1  Ilagg.  Ad.R.  IOC;  Tlie  Jonge  Pietcr,  4  C.  Rob.  83;  The  Ebe- 
nezcr,  6  C.  Rob.  200 ;  The  William,  5  C.  Rob.  385  ;  the  Eliza  Ann,  1  Hagg.  Ad.  R. 
257 ;  The  La  Flora,  C  C.  Rob.  9 ;  The  Polly,  2  C.  Rob.  3G1 ;  The  Immanuel,  Id.  197 ; 
The  Mereurj',  4  C.  Rob.  App.  A. ;  The  John,  1  Acton,  39.] 

1  The  interest  which  the  enemy  sometimes  confess  themselves  to  derive  from  the 
assistance  of  foreign  merchants,  protecting  by  fraudulent  devices  tlie  commerce  be- 
tween the  mother  country'  and  their  colonies,  may  be  estimated  by  the  following 
extracts  from  letters  found  amongst  the  papers  of  The  Orion,  13th  March,  ISOC,  and 
written  by  persons  at  Amsterdam,  to  their  correspondents  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope. 
^  Uow  much  it  grieves  us  not  to  have  it  in  our  power  to  execute  the  accumalated 
orders  of  all  our  friends,  owing  to  the  vexatious  situation  of  the  times.  The  only  chan- 
nel we  had,  to  wit,  through  Copenhagen,  which  we  could  avail  ourselves  of  last  year, 
we  are  now  also  debarred  from,  owing  to  a  strict  interdiction  of  the  Danish  government 
not  to  load  any  other  goods  than  those  which  are  houa  Jide  Danish  property,  which 
has  prevented  our  friends,  as  well  as  all  other  houses  of  repute,  to  be  of  service  to  as 
therein  as  formerly.  We  are  not  ignorant  that  there  are  expeditions  made  to  your 
remote  quarter  of  the  globe,  and  still  farther  from  other  neutral  places,  but  we  do  not 
consider  ourselves  justified,  without  special  authority  from  our  employers,  to  risk  their 
property  in  this  manner.  In  the  first  instance,  considering  the  enormous  charges,  but 
priniripally  because  we  arc  not  sufficiently  convinced  of  the  solidity  and  property  of 
the  parties  concerned.  The  same  reasons  prevent  us  from  participating  in  expeditions 
by  American  ships;  experience  has  taught  us  that  these  are  often  marred  before  their 
departure  from  hence,  and  those  upon  whose  honor  we  might  confide,  hesitate  to 
engage  in  neutralizing,  either  from  a  too  rigid  principle  of  conscience,  or  from  self- 
interested  motives."  In  the  same  collection  of  papers  b  to  l)e  found  also  the  following 
extract  of  a  letter  relative  to  transshipments  in  America,  dated  Amsterdam,  24th  Au- 
gust, 1805,  from  Messrs.  Teyssett  &  Co.  to  Mr.  G.  E.  Overbeck,  at  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope.  "  Several  neutrals  have  been  carried  into  England,  and  the  cargoes  con- 
demned on  the  slightest  suspicion,  notwithstanding  the  cargoes  had  been  transshipped 
in  America,  and  had  paid  the  inward  and  outward  duty,  which  might  be  the  means  of 
exposing  our  Indian  and  Cape  friends  to  great  losses." 

In  a  late  {x>pular  publication  in  America,  under  the  signature  of  Phocion,  the  amount 
of  colonial  produce,  reexported  by  means  of  drawbacks  from  America  to  Europe,  af 
ascertained  by  official  reports  for  the  last  year,  is  stated  to  have  been  twenty-eight 
millions  of  dollars;  being  in  proportion  of  twent}'-cight  to  seventy-five,  (namely, 
seventy-five  millions  of  dollars),  the  amount  of  the  whole  imports  of  the  countr}*,  ac- 
cording to  the  same  official  returns. 
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more  manifest.  On  the  facts  it  was  contended,  that  the  course 
of  the  transaction  aflTorded  sufficient  grounds  to  establish  the  ori- 
ginal intention.  The  vessel  had  come  from  the  Ilavannah  to  the 
port  of  America  cm  the  *]lst  May,  and  proceeded  again,  after  some 
neeesspry  repairs,  on  the  20lh  July,  with  iriueh  the  larger  part  of  the 
same  cargo  on  board  to  i\v*  conntry  of  the  enemy ;  that  tlie  illegality 
of  the  trale  atticlied  upon  th<»  vessel,  also,  as  well  as  upon  llie  e;u*go; 
that  it  had  been  so  held  in  the  case  of  The  Essex,  Orne. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Sirabci/  and  Adams  contended  — 
That  there  wv.rc  circumstances  thai  pointed  to  a  severance 
of  intention  between  tli»»  present  *  voyage  and  the  voyage  [*  367  ] 
from    the    Ilavain^ih;    that  some  cotlee,   which  had  com- 
posed part  of  the  foruicr  cargo,  had  been  left  in  America,  whilst  other 
parts  of  the  present  cargo  were  taken  on  freight,  and  were  not  ex- 
posed to  the  objeclit)n  of  having  been  brought  from  the  colony  of  the 
enemy ;  that  as  to  such  parts,  the  ship  could  not  in  any  manntT  be 
said  to  have  been  engaged  in  an  illegal  voyage  ;  that  it  did  not  in- 
deed follow  that  there  must  jieccssarily  be  a  unity  of  purpose  as  to 
the  voyage  of  the  ship,  even  if  th(!  owner  should  he  held  to  have 
fornu'd  such  an  original  iiileniiiUi    as  to  tiieeargo;  since  iii>iaiiees 
fri'(pientiy  oecnrr»*d  in  whieh  the  dr^iirii  :i<  to  the  cargo  was  carried 
into  execution  by  means  of  transshipment,  evtMi  between    vessels  of 
til''  same  owner.     In  the  eases  whi(-h  had  oecurrt'd  latilv,  there  were 
particular  cirenmsianees  whieh  Ii-d  to  a  eonelnsion  as  to  the  unity  of 
each   particular  voyage  ;  but  the   present  ea.-t*  does  not  allord  any 
conelu-^ive  evidence  as  to  the  cargo,  and  nnu-ii  less  as  to  the  ship;  it 
was  one,  therefore,  which  the  court  would  think  lit  to  be  referred  for 
farther  information. 

Jl'DCMKNT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     This  question   arises  as  to  a  vessel  which  had 
gone  to  the  Havannah,  and  from  thene(»  to  New  ProvidtMice,  where 
ghe  was  relit  led,  and  took  on  board  part   of  th«*   same  <'argo,  with 
other  gooils  b(*longing  to  the  .-ame  owner,  anil  somi*  otlnT  articles  on 
fn-iulit,  and  was  at   tiie  time  of  eapuin*  pnx-eeding  to  Amsterdam. 
On  tlii'se  facts  two  fpie>tions  havi*  been  made — Fir-t,  whether  the 
goods    >o    going   are    not    liable    to    eondeiunation ;    ami    seeoiuliy, 
whether  the  shi|),  as  cone<»rned  in  the  same  illegal  transac- 
tion, i:»  not  subject    •  tt>  the  same  i)enalty.     It  is  certainly  [  *  30*^  ) 
inic  that  a  continued  voyage  from  the  colony  of  the  enemy 
to  the  mollier  country,  or  to  any  other  ports  l)ut  lho-*e  of  the*  ccuititry 
to  which  the  vessel  belongs,  will  subject  the  cargo  to  con lis'^" ♦'"»••  • 
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and  the  only  point  which  the  court  has  to  decide  is,  whether  the  voy- 
age in  question  is  to  be  considered  as  a  continued  voyage  or  not.  It 
is  a  question  in  its  nature  subject  to  very  considerable  difficulties  in 
particular  cases ;  and  one  on  which  the  court  must  exercise  its  judg- 
ment with  great  caution  on  the  special  circumstances  which  compose 
the  substance  of  each  case,  and  with -great  care  not  to  attribute  more 
weight  to  any  particular  fact  than  what  it  justly  demands.  In  the 
case  of  The  Essex,  Orne,  which  was  decided  by  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
the  principle  of  law,  by  which  such  cases  arc  to  be  decided,  was  dis- 
tinctly affirmed.  It  certainly  is  not  a  novel  principle  ;  and  I  cannot 
but  express  my  surprise,  that  it  should  be  represented  in  any  place,  as 
I  understand  it  has  been,  that  the  principle  is  new.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  an  inherent  and  settled  principle  in  all  cases  in  which  the  same 
question  can  have  come  under  discussion,  that  the  mere  touching  at 
any  port  without  importing  the  cargo  into  the  common  stock  of  the 
country,  will  not  alter  the  nature  of  the  voyage,  which  continues  the 
same  in  all  respects,  and  must  be  considered  as  a  voyage  to  the 
country,  to  which  the  vessel  is  actually  going  for  the  purpose  of 
delivering  her  cargo  at  the  ultimate  port.  The  Essex,  Orne,  was  in 
fact  the  first  case  which  called  for  the  direct  decision  of  the  Superior 
Court ;  but  the  same  doctrine  would  have  been  held  in  any  other 

case,  if  such  a  case  had  occurred  at  an  earlier  period ;  and 
[  •  369  ]  cases  had  *  occurred  before,  very  sufficient  to  convey  a  full 

admonition  upon  the  subject.  As  The  Essex,  however, 
happened  to  be  the  leading  case  on  this  subject,  it  may  not  be  im- 
proper that  I  should  state  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  substance  of  it 
It  was  the  case  of  an  American  vessel  which  had  gone  from  America 
to  Lisbon,  where,  finding  the  market  bad,  she  went  on  to  Barcelona, 
and  there  took  on  board  a  cargo  of  Spanish  produce  for  the  Havaa- 
nah,  under  the  direction  of  the  agent  in  Europe,  "  that  she  should  go 
to  the  Havannah,  first  touching  at  Salem,  in  America,  where  the 
owner  ^  resided,  who  adopted  the  plan,  and  sent  the  vessel  on."  It 
appeared  clearly  to  the  court,  that  it  was  the  intention,  originating 
in  the  mind  of  an  authorized  agent,  acting  under  full  powers,  that  the 
vessel  should  go  to  the  Havannah,  and  that  this  purpose  was  adopted 
by  the  owner;  that  it  was  in  reality  a  continued  voyage  from  Spain 
to  the  Havannah ;  that  as  to  the  intention,  all  doubt  was  done  away 
by  the  adoption  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  who  had  the  vessel  in  his 
own  port,  and  was  fully  implicated  in  the  engagement  of  sending  her 
on,  according  to  the  projected  voyage.     That  was  the  fundamental 


1  The  claim  was  given  by  the  master  for  the  ship  and  cargo,  as  the  property  of 
William  Orne,  of  Salem. 
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case ;  a  case  of  a  trade  from  the  mother  country  to  the  colony,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  and  a  distinct  adoption  of  the 
par|>ose  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Other  cases  have  occurred  since 
in  this  court,  which  have  been  determined  on  their  own  particular 
circumstances,  as,  indeed,  all  cases  of  this  kind  must  be  en- 
tertained on  their  own  evidence,  which  may  be  slighter  *  or  [  *  370  ] 
stronger,  according  to  the  manner  in  which  the  transaction 
hai«  been  conducted.  The  first  case  that  called  for  the  decision  of 
this  court,  was  that  of  The  Enoch,^  in  which  appeared  one  fact, 
which  was  in  itself  conclusive  of  the  intention,  namely,  a  charter- 
party,  providing  "for  a  voyage  to  the  colony  of  the  enemy,  and  back 
to  America,  and  from  thence  to  the  mother  country  in  Europe," 
afibrding  a  complete  demonstration  of  one  entire  voyage.  It  was  not 
merely  a  circumstance,  it  was  an  absolute  and  conclusive  fact,  decla- 
ratory of  the  intention  of  sending  on  the  cargo  to  Europe.  The  next 
case  was  The  Rowena,-  which  happened  on  the  same  day,  and  which 
the  court  did  not  distinguish  in  judgment  from  the  preceding  case, 
though  there  was  this  didl'nMice  between  tiiem,  that  it  had  not  a 
charter-party  linking  together  the  two  parts  of  the  original  voyage. 
But  other  circumstances  occurred  leading  to  the  same  conclusion,  and 
the  court  can  only  decide  on  cireum.-*tanecs.  There  were  the  former 
hablTs  of  the  vessel,  from  whi/Ii  it  appi'ared  that  she  had  been  for  a 
considerable  number  of  voyaiji's  eniploved  in  the  same  course  of  trade 
in  the  hands  of  the  same  owner.  The  whole  cargo  had  come  from 
the  colony  of  the  enemy,  and  had  laid  in  America  only  a  very  short 
time,  just  long  enough  for  the  purpose  of  being  landed  and  reshipped. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  court  thought  itself  bound  to  presume 
that  the  original  intention  of  sending  the  cargo  to  Europe  had  actu- 
ated the  whole  adventure.  Soon  after  came  the  case  of  The  Re- 
spect,^ in  which  it  was  afFirmed  in  the  claim,  that  the  goods  which 
composed  part  only  of  a  former  cargo,  were  intended  for 
sale  in  America.  This  averment  was  '  solenmly  interposed  [  *  371  J 
on  oath,  and  as  the  matter  was  dubious,  the  court  thought 
pro|x*r  to  admit  the  parties  to  establish  their  averment  in  proof. 
These  are  the  principal  cases  which  have  occurred  in  this  court, 
without  adverting  to  cases  that  have  occurred  in  the  Superior  Court ; 
and  I  now  have  to  consider  whether  there  was  in  those  cases  any 
thing,  on  which  the  court  rt^lied,  which  binds  me  to  conclude,  that  the 
present  voyage  was  a  continued  voyage,  and  that  there  could  have  been 
no  real  boUii  fiilc  importation.  There  are  no  letters  or  writings,  as  in 
The  Essex,  Orne,  piurporting  an  original  intention  to  send  on.    There 
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is  no  charter-party  as  in  The  Enoch.  There  are  no  instructions,  dis- 
closing a  course  of  similar  voyages  to  Amsterdam,  ad  in  The  Rowena. 
The  former  voyages  arc  clear  of  suspicion ;  and  I  think  there  is  some- 
thing in  that  fact,  and  that  it  is  but  just  that  the  presumption  from 
former  habits,  which  weighs  unfavorably  in  some  cases,  should  have 
its  due  weight  on  the  other  side.  It  is,  indeed,  the  very  purpose  of 
the  seventh  interrogatory,^  to  illustrate  what  is  obscure  in  the  trans- 
action immediately  before  the  court  by  former  habits.  The  present 
case  id  distinguishable  also  in  another  point  of  view,  that  the  desti- 
nation is  not  to  the  mother  country  of  the  colony.  I  do  not  say  that 
the  rule  of  law  would  be  different  on  that  account,  but  as  evidence  of 
intention,  it  is  something ;  when  the  porlus  ad  qncm  is  not  a  port  of 
the  country  to  which  the  colony  belongs,  and  is  itself  a  place  of  great 
general  trade,  there  is  not  the  same  preponderance  of  evidence,  the 
proof  of  intention  is  slighter,  I  will  not  say  how  much  slighter,  but  it 

is  a  circumstance  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  forming 
[  *  372  ]  u  judgment  on  the  whole  *  case.     It  is  something  also,  that 

the  goods  arc  not  the  whole  of  the  former  cargo ;  since  the 
inference  of  original  intention  is  not  so  strong  as  to  goods  which 
compose  a  part  only,  though  a  large  part  of  a  misc/[;llaneous  cargo, 
picked  up  in  different  places,  and  belonging  to  different  proprietors. 
On  those  grounds  it  does  appear  to  me  that  the  present  case  is  sub- 
stantially distinguished  from  other  cases,  determined  by  the  Lords  of 
Appeal,  or  in  this  court,  and  that  it  has  not  the  same  proof  to  be 
collected  from  circumstances,  on  which  a  judicial  mind  is  bound  to 
acquiesce.     There  is  room  to  let  in  the  supposition  that  there  might 
be  an  intention  of  selling  in  America,  and  that  in  consequence  of  the 
failure  of  that  prospect  only,  the  design  was  taken  up  of  sending  on 
these  goods  to  the  European  market     Without  abandoning  the  prin- 
ciple, or  being  in  the  least  disposed  to  let  it  out  to  a  degree  of  laxity, 
which  may  endanger  the  stability  and  consistency  of  the  general  rule, 
I  think  that  the  claimant  may  in  this  case  be  admitted  to  prove  the 
averment  of  an  intention  of  selling  in  America,  which  is  not  shown 
to  be  ineredible,  or  inconsistent  with  any  circumstance  which  is  at 
present  in  evidence  before  me.     As  to  the  other  parts  of  the  cargo, on 
which  no  (question  is  raised,  they  must  be  restored.     The  question  as 
to  the  ship  will  stand  over  to  wait  the  judgment  which  the  court  may 
ultimately  form  on  the  real  intention  of  the  owner  as  to  the  cargo. 

On  the  22d  of  April,  1806,  this  cause  came  on  again  upon  farther 
proof;  when  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  captor,  that  the  proofi 
were  sufficient,  and  the  court  decreed  restitution. 


i  [1  C.  Rob.  888.] 
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•  The  Anna,  La  Porte.  [  •  373  ] 

November  6,  15,  and  20,  1805. 

CUum  of  territory  established.    Kestitation,  with  costf;  and  damages.^    [What  will  be  held 

a  "  convenient  port.**  -] 

This  was  the  case  of  a  ship  under  American  colors,  with  a  cargo 
of  logwood,  and  about  thirteen  thousand  dollars  on  board,  bound  from 
the  Spanish  main  to  New  Orleans,  and  captured  by  The  INlinerva, 
privateer,  near  the  mouth  of  the  river  Mississippi.  A  claim  was 
given  under  the  direction  of  the  American  ambassador  for  the  ship 
and  cargo,  "  as  taken  within  the  territory  of  the  United  States,  at  the 
distance  of  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  western  shore  of  the  principal 
entrance  of  the  Mississippi,  and  within  view  of  a  post  protected  by 
a  gun,  and  where  is  stationed  an  ofiiccr  of  the  United  States." 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Arnold  and  Robinson.  The  claim  of 
territory,  which  has  been  asserted  in  this  case,  involves  several  ques- 
tions of  fact  and  of  law.  First,  as  to  the  place  of  capture  ;  secondly, 
as  to  the  nature  of  the  neighboring  ground — whether  it  is  such  as 
can  support  a  claim  of  territory ;  and,  thirdly,  a  question  as  to  the 
time  from  which  the  capture  is  to  be  dated,  whether  from  the  time  of 
actual  seizure,  or  from  the  first  summons,  and  commencement  of  the 
chaite.  As  to  all  these  points,  the  evidence  is  very  contmdietory. 
The  place  of  capture  is  described  by  the  master  in  his  depositions  to 
have  been  "  about  two  English  miles  from  land,  at  the  mouth  of  the 
Blississippi."  The  second  witness  says,  "  close  to  the  bar  of 
the  Mississippi,  very  near  the  shore;"  and  the  third  •wit-  [•374] 
ness  says,  "  near  the  buoy  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  of  Xew 
Orleans."  The  description  which  the  commander  of  the  privateer 
gives  in  his  affidavit  is,  that  "  about  five  P.  M.,  14th  July,  he  disco- 
Tered  The  Anna  at  the  distance  of  about  nine  miles,  steering  north- 
west and  by  north  ;  that  he  immediately  gave  chase,  and  about  half 
past  six.  The  Anna  altered  her  course ;  that  about  three  quarters  past 
six,  he  ordered  a  gun  to  be  fired ;  that,  no  notice  being  taken,  he 
oidered  another,  when,  finding  that  The  Anna,  instead  of  taking 
notice,  hoisted  her  staysail  to  favor  her  escape,  he  fired  round  and 


1  [Sec  The  Vrow  Anna  Catharina,  5  C.  Kob.  15,  and  note] 
>  [See  The  Wilhclmsbcrg,  5  C.  Bob.  143.] 
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grape  shot  till  she  brought  to;  that  The  Anna  was  not  within  neutral 
territory,  but  two  miles  and  a  half  from  the  bar  of  the  river,  and  five 
miles  from  Fort  Balise,  which  is  a  small  fort  erected  on  made  land, 
and  is  surrounded  by  water  for  many  miles,  which  never  ebbs  dry." 
The  representation  which  the  master  of  the  captured  ship  gives  is, 
"that  the  place  where  she  was  first  fired  upon,  is  not  more  than  two 
miles  and  a  half  ofT  the  shore,  and  the  place  where  the  ship  was 
anchored  when  taken,  not  more  than  one  mile  and  a  half,  and  both, 
he  apprehends  and  believes,  within  the  territory  and  jurisdiction  of 
the  United  States;  that  the  spots  marked  in  the  plan  or  chart,  as 
between  the  Balise  or  beacon  and  his  ship,  are  small  islands,  which 
are  always  dry,  and  covered  with  reeds  and  small  shrubs,  where  people 
go,  and  that  he  had  been  many  times,  to  shoot  wild  fowl  and  procure 
eggs,  which  arc  there  found  in  great  abundance  ;  that  the  intervening 
parts  are  shallow  water,  in  part  filled  up  with  timber  which  drifts 
down  the  river ;  that  the  Balise  was,  during  the  time  of  the  possession 
of  the  Spaniards,  a  fort,  with  small  houses  or  cabins  round 
[  *  375  ]  the  same,  where  cannon  were  mounted,  *  and  where  a  go- 
vernor resided,  with  his  wife  and  family,  as  also  pilots  for 
the  navigation  of  the  river,  and  oflicers  of  the  customs,  who  used  to 
visit  all  vessels  at  their  entrance."  Upon  this  statement,  it  appears 
that  the  most  favorable  representation  of  their  own  witnesses  places 
the  situation  of  the  vessel,  at  the  time  of  the  first  pursuit,  but  just 
within  the  bounds  usually  ascribed  to  the  extension  of  territory,  at 
two  miles  and  a  half,  or  scarcely  less  than  three  miles  from  the  near- 
est coasts  and  shores.  The  laws  of  the  United  States  on  this  ques- 
tion arc  laid  down  with  exact  precision,  and  direct  ^  "  that  their  dis- 
trict courts  should  take  cognizance  of  complaints  by  whomsoever 
instituted,  in  cases  of  captures  made  within  the  waters  of  the  United 
States,  or  within  a  marine  league  of  the  coasts  and  shore  thereot** 
Considering  that  claims  of  territory  are  claims  of  exception  to  the 
general  rule  of  capture,  and  that  they  are  required  to  be  satisfactorily 
proved,  it  might  be  doubted  whether,  if  there  was  no  other  point  io 
dispute,  the  claimants  had  so  clearly  brought  their  case  within  the 
territory  of  the  United  States,  as  to  induce  the  court  to  supersede  the 
ordinary  rights  of  war,  and  decree  immediate  restitution,  as  on  a 
claim  of  this  peremptory  nature.  This  argument  proceeds  on  a  sup- 
position that  the  time  of  capture  is  to  be  dated  from  the  time  of  pur- 
•suit,  and  that  the  immunity  of  territory  is  not  violated  by  the  capture 
of  a  vessel  which  has  been  chased  into  territory,  in  the  same  manner 


1  Act  of  Congress,  4tb  June,  1794. 
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as  when  the  vessel  is  avowedly  lying  in  a  state  of  protection 
in  the  first  instance,  and  does  *  not  merely  ily  to  it  as  a  place  [  *  376  ] 
of  refuge  from  the  operations  of  the  enemy.  The  fact  is 
established  by  tlie  evidence.  The  law  on  this  point,  it  is  apprehended, 
is  settled  in  the  practice  of  this  court,  and  it  is  di:«cussed  at  length  by 
Bynkershoek  with  this  result,  "  Uno  vcrbo,  territorium  communis 
aniici  valet  ad  prohibendani  vim  qmc  ibi  inchoatur,  non  valet  ad  inhi- 
bcndam,  quie  extra  territorium  inehoata,  dum  fervet  opus,  in  ipso  tcr- 
ritorio  continuatur.''  CJ,u.  Jur.  Pub.  page  66.  But,  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  place,  is  the  spot  within  any  measurable  distance  of  what  can 
properly  be  called  coasts  and  shores?  It  was  not  far  from  the  bar  of 
the  river,  but  that  is  nothing  more  than  a  figurative  description  whit^h 
has  been  given  to  a  collection  of  sand,  which  may  aflcct  the  approach 
of  vessels  at  certain  times,  but  has  no  necessary  connection,  natural 
or  artificial,  with  the  bounds  of  territory.  That  it  was  not  far  from 
the  buoys  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  is  also  immaterial,  as  such  rights, 
or  rather  duties,  of  conservancy  over  neighboring  waters  may  in  many 
instances  prevail,  witliout  allbrding  any  marks  of  a  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion. [3  Adm.  Re|).  page  318.]  From  what  spot,  then,  is  it  that  the 
distance  is  to  be  computed  ?  Not  from  the  fort  of  the  Balise,  because 
that  fort  was  above  live  miles  from  the  place  of  actual  ea])tur(^ 
There  is  no  line  of  coast  from  which  the  computation  can  be  made 
to  fall  within  the  propter  compass.  The  claimants  resorted,  therefore, 
to  these  islands,  as  they  are  called  on  one  side,  or  temporary  deposits 
of  logs  and  drift,  as  they  are  represented  on  the  other,  that  are  brought 
down  by  the  stream  of  that  great  river.  Can  the  court  recognize,  in 
spots  of  such  an  eipii vocal  nature,  under  tiie  most  favorable 
description,  the  ordinary  *  qualities  of  territory  ?  It  is  to  be  [  '377  ] 
expected,  that  the  outlines  of  territory  should  be  iixed  and 
permanent,  and  that  they  should  form  a  visible  part  of  the  country  to 
which  they  are  ascribed ;  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  have  this 
conspicuous  permanent  character,  that  neutrals  may  be  aiTected  with 
the  obligation  of  observing  them  ;  and  since  the  distance  is  rcckojied 
according  to  the  ellicacy  of  protection,  that  is,  within  the  reach  of 
fire-arms,  it  might  be  natural  to  expect,  that  the  land  from  which  the 
extension  is  reckoned,  should  be  a  place  from  which  this  protection 
can  be  alForded.  The  spots  in  question  possess  none  of  these  ordinary 
requisites  of  territtiry.  In  a  case  not  entirely  dissimilar  to  the  present, 
the  courts  of  America  have  adhered  to  the  sound  interpretation  of 
considering  the  coasts  and  shores  of  the  country  to  be  the  visible  and 
continuous  boundaries  of  land,  by  deciding  against  the  doctrine  of 
extending  territory  over  the  shoals  and  shallows  on  their  coast,  which 
are  scarcely  less  entitled  to  be  considered  as  the  continuation  of  terri- 
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tory,  than  the  spots  which  are  now  resorted  to  for  the  sup- 
[  *  378  ]  port  of  this  claim.^     They  are  not  in  *  occupancy  for  any 
purposes  of  habitation  ;  they  are  not  at  all  times  distinguish- 
able, and,  when  most  prominent,  have  so  little  title  to  respect  as  terri- 
tory, that  they  afford  no  hope  of  protection,  not  even  a  firm 
[  •379  ]  footing  to  any  person  who  might  have  occasion  to  •approach 
them.     On  these  grounds  it  is  submitted,  that  the  claim  of 
territory  is  not  made  out  in  that  clear  and  distinct  manner  in  which 
claims  of  this  nature  should  be  substantiated,  and  that  the  court  will 
therefore  proceed  to  discuss  the  question  of  property,  as  to  which 
many  defects,  and  some  affirmative  grounds  of  suspicion  arise,  (aa 
specified,)  which  will  make  it  a  case  of  further  proof. 


1  A  reference  ivas  made,  in  this  part  of  the  argument,  to  the  case  of  The  Africaine, 
which  had  appeared  in  some  of  the  American  pnbh'c  prints,  as  decided  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  at  Charlestown,  against  the  pretensions  of  the  commercial  agent  of  France, 
who  had  claimed  the  protection  of  territory  for  a  capture  made  by  a  British  privateer, 
The  Garland,  of  a  French  corvette,  "  lying  six  miles  from  the  shore,  at  the  south  end 
of  Sullivan  Island,  at  anchor  off  the  bar."    It  was  in  that  case  contended  in  argument, 
that  the  term  coasts  included  all  the  shoals  to  a  certain  distance ;  that  all  geographers 
and  surveyors  of  sea  coasts  understood  by  coasts  the  shoals  along  the  land;  that  in 
Florida  these  shoals  extended  to  the  distance  of  twentv  miles  from  the  land,  and  were 
within  the  territorial  jurisdiction ;  that  the  shoals  of  the  bar  are  in  fact  a  sunken  conti- 
nuation of  the  coast,  and  that  the  diirtance  of  protection  should  be  reckoned  from  the 
outermost  shoal  of  the  bar ;  that  a  contrary  construction  would  be  attended  with  great 
inconvenience  and  niischic^f,  by  inviting  the  cruisers  of  belligerent  countries  to  take 
their  station  off  the  bar,  and  obstruct  the  security  of  the  commerce  of  America. 

In  the  judgment,  the  learned  judge  overruled  these  arguments,  and  observed,  that 
though  in  a  maritime  point  of  view,  that  interjiretation  of  coasts  might  be  corrct^t,  yet 
this  construction  would  be  too  vague  for  any  court  of  justice  to  adopt  on  a  question  of 
this  nature ;  that  as  the  shoals  vary  along  the  coast,  there  would  be  no  fixed  rule  bf 
which  the  Iwundary  would  be  ascertained ;  the  different  district  coasts  of  the  United 
States  would  be  obliged  to  apply  various  distances  to  the  terms  of  the  acts,  wliidi 
require  them  to  watch  over  all  violations  of  territorj'  within  a  marine  le^tgue  from  the 
coast     That  as  this  was  a  new  and  impoi*tant  question,  his  honor  had  considered  it 
with  mature  deliberation,  and  was  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  word  coasts  could  not 
have  such  an  operation  as  the  counsel  for  the  libellants  had  given  to  it ;  but  that  it  wai 
intended  to  mean  land  as  far  as  low  water.     The  result  was,  that  the  bill  cxhilnted  in 
behalf  of  The  Africaine  was  dismissed,  but  without  costs,  as  it  was  deemed  thedutj-of 
the  commercial  agent  of  the  French  Kepublic  to  bring  the  subject  before  the  court 
This  note  is  abstracted  from  a  long,  but  probably  a  very  imperfect  account  of  that  case, 
which  appeared  in  the  Charlestown  papers,  and  is  inserted  here,  with  the  most  respect- 
ful deference  to  the  gentlemen  whose  very  able  arguments  are  thus  summarily  stated, 
for  the  puri)ose  of  introducing  the  result  of  a  trial,  not  unconnected  with  the  present 
question,  and  deci<led  in  a  manner  highly  honorable  to  the  courts  of  America,  and  in 
vindication  of  the  propriety  of  the  conduct  of  the  British  cruisers. 
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On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  the  Kififf's  Advocate  and  Laurence. 
This  is  a  claim  of  ttTritory,  alleged  in  the  most  solemn  form  by  the 
directions  of  the  ambassador  of  the  United  States  resident  in  this 
country.  It  is  a  question  which  is  at  all  times  deserving  of  great 
attention;  and  is,  in  the  present  instance,  supported  by  so  many 
grounds  of  complaint  again:<t  the  conduct  of  the  captors,  that  the 
court  cannot  fail  to  consider  it  as  u  case  of  peculiar  aggravation,  and 
deserving  to  be  marked  with  the  severest  reprehension  and  punish- 
ment which  the  judgment  of  this  court  can  inflict.  It  is  not  the 
ca2«c  of  a  ship  and  cargo  avowedly  belonging  to  the  enemy,  and 
without  any  claim  to  restitution,  but  what  arises  ds  a  matter  of 
exception  to  the  general  course  of  law.  It  is,  on  the  contrary,  the 
case  of  a  ship  clothed  with  the  most  incontestible  marks  of  neutral 
character,  and  belonging  to  the  very  shore  which  this  captor  was 
haunting,  in  violation  of  the  territory  of  the  country.  It  is  the  case 
of  a  vessel  which  could  scarcely  have  fallen  into  his  hands,  but 
owing  to  the  habits  under  which  the  captor  had  been  some  time  act- 
ing, of  hovering  upon  the  entrance  of  the  river.  That  this  had  been 
the  conduct  of  the  privateer,  is  admitted  in  the  ailidavit  of 
the  commander  himself,  who  in  'describing  the  course  of  his  [  *  380  ] 
proceedings  in  that  river,  unconsciously  drops  the  following 
expression:  —  "Whilst  we  were  standing  on  and  off  the  Missis- 
sippi.-'* A  violation  of  territory  arising  out  of  such  a  system  and 
continued  plan  of  action,  is  not  only  more  injurious  to  the  honor 
and  character,  but  more  dangerous  to  tiie  private  trade  of  the  country 
aggrieved,  and  calls  for  the  severest  animadversion  of  the  court.  If 
there  was  any  room  to  doubt,  as  to  the  exact  distance  at  which  this 
particular  capture  was  made,  the  mere  circumstance  that  it  arose  out 
of  a  continuation  of  such  habits,  would  be  suiiicient  to  induce  the 
court  to  pronounce  again.-^t  the  legality  of  such  a  capture ;  but  the 
place  seems  not  to  be  sul)ject  to  any  such  doubt. ,  The  aiiidavit 
which  has  been  given  in  by  the  claimant,  in  answer  to  the  aiiidavit 
of  the  captain  of  the  privateer,  describes  the  course  of  his  vessel  to 
have  been  along  the  line  of  coast  which  is  bounded  by  these  islands, 
so  that  the  situation  of  the  vcsr^el,  at  the  commencement  of  the 
chase,  was  as  much  within  the  limit.s  of  territorial  protection  as  the 
place  of  actual  seizure.     But  is  it  a  clear  point,  that  the  protection 


• 

I  This  became  in  the  sequel  the  prominent  feature  in  the  Cci^Cf  sla  the  court  tlin'<.-ted 
the  lojr-book  of  the  privateer  to  be  introiiuceil  to  explain  that  cin^'UUL«taneo,  and  in  the 
erent  coiuidGTed  it  as  a  principal  ground  of  the  sentence  of  costd  and  daoiagi's,  which 
was  oltOMtcljr  pronouiiced. 
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of  territory  is  superseded  by  a  previous  chase  ?     No  such 
[  •  381  ]  principle   has   been   established   in   the   practice   of   *  this 

court  ;^  and  as  to  the  dictum  conveyed  in  the  treatise  of 
Bynkershoek  on  that  subject,  it  must  be  taken  to  relate  to  contests 
very  different  from  a  capture  of  this  kind.  It  evidently  points  to  a 
case  of  previous  contest  of  an  hostile  nature,  ^^  dum  fervet  opus;^^ 
and  must  be  understood  only  of  cases  in  which  the  act  in  question 
was  wholly  unimpeachable  on  every  other  ground,  and  had  arisen 
only  out  of  the  unforeseen  flight  of  the  enemy.  The  court  will  per- 
ceive, however,  that  the  place  of  the  first  pursuit  is  described,  by 
reference  to  the  chart,  to  have  been  within  the  limits  of  territory,* 
If  the  court  shoiild  be  of  opinion,  on  the  evidence  contained  in  these 
papers,  that  this  was  a  capture  unjustifiable  in  its  commencement, 
abundant  cause  will  arise,  in  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  parties, 
to  aggravate  the  question  of  damages,  which  usually  accompany  a 
sentence  of  restitutiop  on  claims  of  this  description.  Having  made 
this  capture,  the  captor  should  at  least  have  taken  the  prize  to  some 

of  the  prize  jurisdictions  that  are  established  in  the  West 
[  •  382  ]  Indies.     *  But  all  attention  to  the  convenience  of  the  pa^ 

ties,  and  the  demands  of  public  justice  is  utterly  disre- 
garded ;  the  captain  is  separated  from  his  vessel,  and  they  are  both 
brought  across  the  Atlantic  to  adjudication  in  this  court,  to  the  great 
damage  of  the  ship,  and  with  the  most  evident  inconvenience  and 
loss  of  time  to  the  master.  Upon  these  groimds  it  is  that  the  justice 
of  this  court  is  called  upon  to  award  exemplary  compensation  for  all 
the  injuries  that  have  been  so  wantonly  committed. 

Judgment  —  15th  November. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  I  certainly  shall  not  think  proper  to  detain  this 
ship  and  cargo  any  longer ;  because,  setting  aside  the  question  of 
territory,  the  oJDJections  to  the  property  are  so  very  slender,  that  I 
may  be  excused  from  making  any  particular  observations  upon  them. 
It  appears  that  the  ship  had  been  a  British  prize,  and  had  been  in 
the  possession  of  a  Mr.  Fletcher,  a  subject  of  New  Orleans,  andi 
consequently,  a  Spaniard,  during  the  last  war ;  and,  therefore,  all 


1  The  court  seemed  to  intimate  an  opinion  that  there  had  been  cases  of  this  kind. 
A  case  was  cited,  from  the  bar,  of  The  John,  Patrick,  29th  July,  1 760,  in  which  the 
justification  of  a  pursuit  into  the  territory'  alleged,  b  set  out  in  the  Court  Book  ^t 
fol.  97,  and  it  appeared  afterwards  that  the  seizure  was  not  invalidated.  The  ship 
was  condemned,  though  the  particular  reasons  of  the  judgment  are  not  extant 

>  The  evidence  on  this' point  was  contradictory,  and  appears  not  to  have  been  takes 
on  either  representation  as  the  foundation  of  the  judgment 
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that  has  been  said  on  his  appearing  to  be  left  in  Spain,  or  of  the 
master  having  been  employed  as  the  commander  of  a  Spanish  priva- 
teer during  the  last  war,  is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  It  is  nothing 
inorc  than  what  they  had  a  perfect  right  to  do,  whilst  New  Orleans 
continued  a  port  of  the  Spanish  possessions ;  it  lays  no  ground  of 
BQspicion,  cither  as  to  the  property  or  the  national  character  of  the 
vessel,  in  the  present  discussion.  The  ship  appears  to  have  been 
sold  by  Mr.  Fletcher  to  anotlier  person  at  New  Orleans,  and  there  is 
a  bill  of  sale  on  board.  Then,  as  to  the  cargo,  it  is  objected 
that  there  are  not  the  regular  documents,  no  *  clearance ;  [  *  383  ] 
but  the  want  of  these  ordinary  documents  is  accounted  for 
by  the  nature  of  the  trade  in  which  the  vessel  had  been  employed 
in  smuggling  transactions  with  the  Spanish  main.  There  are  papers 
on  board,  purporting  to  contain  accounts  between  the  parties,  which 
do,  I  think,  lay  a  very  fair  foundation  of  credit  for  the  representation 
which  the  master  lias  given  of  the  property.  In  such  a  case,  if  tlierc 
is  not  the  utmost  formality  of  proof,  that  might  be  required  in  other 
cases,  I  will  not  add  the  vexation  of  sending  parties  across  the 
Atlantic,  to  New  Orleans,  for  farther  proof.  I  cannot  but  say  that, 
taking  it,  at  the  outside,  to  be  a  ease  of  farther  proof,  it  was  a  most 
unadvised  capture.  To  bring  a  vest^el  so  much  out  of  her  way,  for 
the  chance  only  of  catcliing  an  order  for  farther  proof,  is  an  act  of 
indiscretion  which,  I  hope,  will  not  often  be  committed  by  those 
who  are  intrusted  with  his  Majesty's  commission.  As  to  the  ques- 
tion of  costs  and  damages,  I  shall  take  a  little  time  to  deliberate 
upon  it. 

Ji'DGMENT  —  20th  November,  resumed. 
Sir  \V.  Scott.     This  ship  was  taken  with  a  cargo  of  logwood 
and  dollars,  on  a  voyage  from  the   Spanish  main  to  New  Orleans. 
The  destination  of  llie  vessel  was  not  at  all  contested  ;  but  the 
seizure  was  made,  as  it  is  expressed  in  tho  log-book  of  the  captor, 
•*  because  there  was  not  any  clearance  or  register  on  board."     These 
arc  defects  which  may,  certainly,  if  unexplained,  justify  a  seizure. 
If  a  vessel,  pretending  to  be  an  American  >liip,  is  without  a  register, 
and  is  carrying  a  cargo  without  any  clearance,  those  circumstances, 
if  they  do  not  receive  a  fair  and  credible  explanation,  may 
justify  a  captor  in  bringing  such  a  case  '  to  adjudication.  [  *3>1  ] 
In  this  case  both  these  objections  are,  I  think,  satisfactorily 
removed ;  because  the  vessel,  having  been  a  Spanish  vessel,  was, 
therefore,  not  entitled  to  an  American  register,  and  there  was  a  sea 
letter,  or  certificate  of  property,  on  board.     The  cargo  having  been 
taken  in  opon  the  Spanish  main,  on  a  smuggling  transaction,  coulc' 
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not  have  a  clearance,  or  any  of  the  formal  documents  that  are  usual 
in  ordinary  voyages.  These  circumstances,  I  have  no  doubt,  were 
explained  by  the  master,  who,  in  his  journal  and  on  his  examination, 
appears  to  me  to  have  given  a  fair  representation,  without  any  dis- 
position to  aggravate  matters  of  complaint  against  the  captors.  I 
can  have  no  doubt  that  these  explanations  were  given.  And  there 
arc  documents  and  papers  on  board,  which,  relatively  to  the  nature 
of  the  transaction,  are,  I  think,  abundantly  sufficient  There  was, 
therefore,  no  justifying  cause  of  seizure ;  for  as  to  what  is  stated  in 
one  of  the  affidavits,  that  the  master  had  commanded  a  Spanish 
privateer  in  the  last  war,  it  is  no  more  than  what  he  had  a  perfect 
right  to  do.  And  whether  he  Had,  on  some  former  voyage,  broken 
the  blockade  of  St.  Domingo  or  not,  is  perfectly  immaterial  to  the 
present  case,  and  can  form  no  part  of  the  considerations  upon  which 
the  seizure  is  to  be  justified. 

The  ship  with  this  cargo  on  board  was  brought  to  England  for 
adjudication ;  and  it  lies  on  the  captor  to  exonerate  himself  from  the 
impropriety  of  this  act;  because,  though  the  instructions  to  cruisers 
give  something  of  a  discretion  to  captors  as  to  the  port  to  which 
they  are  to  bring  their  prize,  to  some  convenient  port,  it  is  a  discre- 
tion which  must  be  cautiously  exercised,  and  with  sound  reason,  so 
as  to  be  justified  in  the  court  before  which  the  case  is 
[  *  385  a  ]  brought.     It  would  be  cause  *of  infinite  vexation,  if  neu- 
tral vessels,  taken  on  slight  pretences  at  so  great  a  dis- 
tance as  the  coast  of  America,  were  to  be  dragged  across  the  Atlantic 
for  adjudication ;  more  especially  when  this  country  has  established 
courts  in  different  islands  in  the  West  Indies,  to  prevent  inconvenient 
recurrence  to  this  court,  and  to  provide  for  claimants  in  that  part  of 
the  world,  justice  at  their  own  doors,  that  their  commerce  maybe 
subject  to  as  little  interruption  as  possible,  from  the  exercises  of  the 
rights  of  war,  on  the  part  of  this  country,  in  those^  seas.     At  the 
same  time  there  may  be  circumstances  that  would  justify  such  a  pro- 
cedure; as  if  a  king's  ship  bound  on  the  public  service  makes  a  cap- 
ture in  her  course,  such  a  vessel  cannot  depart  from  her  instructions, 
but  must  proceed  upon  her  original  destination.     That  would  be  a 
case  of  necessity,  arising  out  of  the  public  service,  for  which  stales 
must  make  allowance  reciprocally.     But  with  respect  to  privateers,  I 
cannot  think  that  any  such  circumstances  as  are  here  set  up  can  be 
pleaded,  as  a  justifying  excuse  for  such  conduct  on  their  part     It  ia 
said,  "that  the  cruise  had  expired,  and  that  it  was  time  to  come 
home."      To   which    the   answer   is,  that  they   should   then   have 
abstained  from  making  any  capture,  when  they  could  not  stay  to 
bring  the  case  to  adjudication  in  the  proper  courts.     That  the  crew 
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were  mutinoas,  will  not  do ;  the  owner  is  answerable  for  his  crew, 
and  no  legal  excuse  can  be  derived  to  him  from  their  misconduct. 
That  he  had  no  agent  at  the  Bahamas  is  equally  insuflicient;  it  was 
bis  fault,  that  he  had  not.  If  a  |)erson  sends  out  a  privateer  to  cruise 
in  the  American  sea?,  it  becomes  his  duty  to  appoint  agents  in  some 
of  the  neighboring  ports,  to  which  the  law  reciuires  that 
prizes  taken  in  *  that  part  of  the  world  should  be  brought  [  *  385  b  ] 
to  adjudication.  The  omission  of  this  precaution  has  evi- 
dently been  a  cause  of  great  inconvenience  in  the  present  case,  which 
i^at  most  a  case  of  further  ])roof,  and  in  which,  when  an  order  for 
farther  proof  had  been  made,  the  claimant  would  have  been  entitled 
to  his  property  on  bail,  and  would  have  gone  about  his  business; 
indeed,  I  cannot  but  think  tliat  the  court  would  more  probably  have 
decreed  immediate  restitution.  Instead  of  that  easy  course,  the  ship 
and  cargo  are  brought  to  a  distant  part  of  the  world,  for  the  mere 
chance  of  an  order  for  farther  proof.  The  ship  is  recorded  on  the 
]og-l>ook  to  hav(»  been  seized  for  defect  of  papers;  but  there  is  more 
reason  to  suspect  that  tlic  real  cause  of  seizure  proceeded,  not  from 
what  .^lie  had  not,  but  from  what  slie  had,  —  tlie  113,000  dollars  which 
were  on  board.  Captors  must  understantl  that  it  is  not  the  value  of 
the  ear^ro,  but  tlie  want  of  proof,  and  the  appearance  of  eircunistances 
as  to  the  property,  that  should  iutliice  a  seizure,  and  tliat  thi*ir  eon- 
duet  in  this  respcM-l  should  not.  b(^  inlluenred  merely  !)y  the  splendor 
of  a  large  sum  of  money  app«»aring  in  their  sight. 

When  the  ship  was  brought  into  this  country,  a  claim  was  given 
of  a  grave  nature,  allei^ing  a  violation  of  the  territory  of  the  T'nited 
States  of  America.  This  great  Itvading  fact  has  very  properly  been 
made  a  matter  of  uuich  discussion,  and  charts  have  been  laid  before 
the  court  to  show  the  place  of  capture,  though  with  different  repre- 
sentations from  the  adverse  jiarlies.  The  capture  was  made,  it 
seems,  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  Mississippi,  and,  as  it  is  contended 
in  the  claim,  within  the  boundaries  of  the  T'nited  States. 
"We  all  know  that  the  rule  of  law  on  this  subject  is,  [  *  39o  r  ] 
^ternr  thminium  fiuUur^  ithi  finiiiir  armorinn  vis^^  and 
since  the  introduction  of  Hre-arins,  that  distance  has  usually  been 
recognized  to  be  about  three  miles  from  the  shore.  But  it  so  hap- 
pens in  this  case,  that  a  question  arises  as  to  what  is  to  be  deemed 
the  ••hure,  sinee  there  are  a  niuuber  of  little  nuid  islands  composed  of 
earth  and  tn*es  drifted  down  by  the  river,  which  form  a  kind  of  por- 
tico to  the  main  land.  It  is  contended  that  these  are  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  any  part  of  the  territory  of  America ;  that  they  are  a  sort  of 
'*no  man's  land,''  not  of  consistency  enough  to  support  th«*  purposes 
of  life,  uninhabited,  and  resorted  to  only  for  shooting  and  taking 
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birds'  nests.     It  is  argued  that  the  line  of  territory  is  to  be  taken 
only  from  the  Balizc,  which  is  a  fort  raised  on  made  land  by  the 
former  Spanish  possessors.    I  am  of  a  diflfcrent  opinion  ;  I  think  that 
the  protection  of  territory  is  to  be  reckoned  from  these  islands ;  and 
that  they  are  the  natural  appendages  of  the  coast  on  which  they  bor- 
der, and  from  which,  indeed,  they  are  formed.     Their  elements  are 
derived  immediately  from  the  territory,  and  on  the  principle  of  allu- 
vium and  increment,  on  which  so  much  is  to  be  found  in  the  books 
of  law,  Quod  vis  fluminis  de  tuo  prccdio  detraxerit,  et  vicino  prccdio 
attulerif,  palam  tuum  renianet^  even  if  it  had  been  carried  over  to  an 
adjoining  territory.      Consider  what  the  consequence  would  be  if 
lands  of  this  description  were  not  considered  as  appendant  to  the 
main  land,  and  as  comprised  within  the  bounds  of  terri- 
[  •  385  d  ]  tory.     If  *  they  do  not  belong  to  the  United   States  of 
America,  any  other   power  might  occupy   them;  they 
might  be  embanked  and  fortified.     What  a  thorn  would  this  be  in 
the  side  of  America.     It  is  physically  possible,  at  least,  that  they 
might  be  so  occupied  by  European  nations,  and  then  the  command 
of  the  river  would  be  no  lojigcr  in  America,  but  in  such  settlements. 
The  possibility  of  such  a  consequence  is  enough  to  expose  the  fal- 
lacy of  any  arguments  that  are  addressed  to  show  that  these  islands 
are  not  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  territory  of  America.     Whe- 
ther they  are  composed  of  earth  or  solid  rock,  will  not  vary  the  right 
of  dominion,  for  the  right  of  dominion  docs  not  depend  upon  the 
texture  of  the  soil. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  right  of  territory  is  to  be  reckoned  from 
those  islands.      That  being  established,  it  is  not  denied  that  the 
actual  capture  took  place  within  the  distance  of  three  miles  from  the 
islands,  and  at  the  very  threshold  of  the  river.    But  it  is  said  that  the 
act  of  capture  is  to  be  <5arried  back  to  the  commencement  of  the  pa^ 
suit,  and  that  if  a  contest  begins  before,  it  is  lawful  for  a  belligerent 
cruiser  to  follow,  and  to  seize  his  prize  within  the  territory  of  a  neu- 
tral state.     And  the  authority  of  Bynkershoek  is  cited  on  this  point 
True  it  is,  that  that  great  man  does  intimate  an  opinion  of  his  own 
to  that  effect;  but  with  many  qualifications,  and  as  an  opinion, 
which  he  did  not  find  to  have  been  adopted  by  any  otiier  writer?.   I 
confess  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  have  gone  along  with  him,  ^^ 
this  extent,  that  if  a  cruiser,  which  had  before  acted  in  a  manner 
entirely  unexceptionable,  and  free  from  all  violation  of 
[  *  385  e  ]  territory,  had  summoned  a  vessel  to  •submit  to  examina- 
tion and  search,  and  that  vessel  had  fled  to  such  places  a* 


1  Inst  L.  2,  tit.  1,  §  21. 
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these,  entirely  uninhabited,  and  the  cruiser  had,  without  injury  o 
annoyance  to  any  person  whatever,  quietly  taken  possession  of  his 
prey,  it  would  be  stretching  the  point  too  hardly  against  the  captor, 
to  say  that  on  this  account  only  it  should  he  held  an  illegal  capture* 
If  nothing  objectionable  had  appeared  in  the  conduct  of  the  captors 
before,  the  mere  following  to  such  a  place  as  this  is,  would,  I  think, 
not  invalidate  a  seizure  otherwise  just  and  lawful. 

But  that  brings  me  to  a  part  of  the  case,  on  which  I  arn  of  opinion 
that  the  privateer  has  laid  herself  opiMi  to  great  reprehension.     Cap- 
tors must  understand  that  they  are  not  to  station  themselves  in  the 
mouth  of  a  neutral  river,  for  the  purpoi^c  of  exercising  the  rights  of 
war  from  that  river,  much  less  in  the  very  river  itself.     It  appears 
from  the  privateer's  own  log-book  that  this  vessel  has  done  both; 
and  as  to  any  attempt  to  shelter  this  conduct  under  the  example  of 
king's  ships,  which  I  do  not  believe,  and  which,  if  true,  would  be  no 
justification  to  others,  captors  must,  I  say,  be  admonished  that  the 
practice  is  altogether  indefensible,  and  that  if  king's  ships  should  be 
guilty  of  such  misconduct,  they  would  be  as  much  subject  to  cen- 
sure as  other  cruisers.     It  is  unnecessary  to  go  over  all  the  entries  in 
the  log.     The  captors  appear  by  their  own  description  to  have  been 
standing  off  and  on,  obtaining  inforni:ition  at  the  Ualize,  overhauling 
vessels  in  their  course  down  the  river,  and  making  the  river  as  much 
9ubs(Tvient  to  the  purposes  of  war,  as  if  it  had  been  a  river  of  their 
own  country.     This  is  an  inconvenience  which  the  States  of  Ame- 
rica arc  called  upon  to  resist,  and  which  this  court  is 
bound   on    every  principle   to   discourage  *  and  correct.  [  *  385/  ] 
With  respect  to  one  vessel,  it  appears  that  The  Bilboa, 
under  Spani^h  colors,  and  an  undoubted   Spanish   ship,  had   been 
captured  and  carried  into  the  river;  and  it  was  stated  in  an  aflidavit 
which  was  exhibited  to  account  for  tiie  absence  of  the  usual  wit- 
**MC9  in  that  case,  that  the  prisoners  had  escaped.     The  cause  was 
'bought  on  upon  the  evidence  of  the  releasing  witnesses  under  this 
T»escntation.     It  now  a|)pears  by  aji  entry  in  this  log  "that  the 
"Uoncrs  were   set   on    shore;"    an   act  highly   unjustiliable,  in  its 
^  nature,  independent  of  the  deeepiion  with  which  it  has  been 
^tnpanied.     The  prisoners  are  tlie  king's  prisoners,  and   captors 
particularly  enjoined  by  the  instructions^  not  to  release   any 


Whoreas  as  it  Iut4  UM»n  n'pn»»ii'iitril  to  u<  tliat,  citlitT  tlirini^rh  iuisa]>pn'lH*iisioii 

Iq  disoln.'Uieiice  to,  the  tnio  intent  nn<l  n)4>aning  4)t*  the  tenth  artiele  of  our 

'ion.1,  respectively  bearing  date  the  17th  ot'  May,  IStll,  and  the  lUih  ol*  June, 

be  raptaius  or  eooiDiandin*;  otlieera  uf  ships  haviu'j;  letters  of  luanpie  and 

have  landed  their  priaoDcrs  cither  at  port:}  where  uo  de|¥>ts  for  the  reception 
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[  *  385  g-  ]  *  prisoners  belonging  to  the  ships  of  the  enemy,  and  they 
violate  their  duty  whenever  they  do.     When  I  advert  to 
the  imposition  that  has  been  put  upon  the  court  in  that  transaction, 
how  can  I  trust  myself  to  any  representation  coming  from  the  same 
persons.     Indeed,  I  think,  I  can  perceive  strong  traita  of  bad  faith 
running  throughout  the  whole  conduct  of  captors  in  the  present  case. 
In  answer  to  the  complaint  that  has  been  made  against  the  captors 
for  bringing  this  prize  to  England,  it  was  said,  that  it  was  done  at 
the  desire  of  the  master  of  the  captured  vessel ;  though  in  the  affida- 
vit of  the  master,  which  is.  not  contradicted,  it  is  sworn, 
[  *  385  h  ]  "  that  the  captors  offered  to  set  him  on  shore,  *  but  that 
he  refused  to  be  separated  from  his  cargo."     The  conduct 
of  the  captors  has  on  all  points  been  highly  reprehensible.     Looking 
to  all  the  circumstances  of  previous  misconduct,  I  feel  myself  bound 
to  pronounce,  that  there  has  been  a  violation  of  territory,  and  that, 
as  to  the  question  of  property,  there  was  not  sufficient  ground  of 
seizure ;  and  that  these  acts  of  misconduct  have  been  further  aggra- 
vated, by  bringing  the  vessel  to  England,  without  any  necessity  that 


of  prisoners  of  war  are  established,  or  have  otherwise  nc«»lected  to  deliver  them  over 
to  persons  appohited  in  the  seaport  towns  to  take  charge  of  the  prisoners  :  We,  taking 
the  promises  into  consideration,  and  apprehending  the  great  inconvenience  therefpom 
to  the  i)ublic  service,  do  hereby  strictly  direct  and  enjoin  all  caj^tains  and  commandiog 
officers  of  ships  and  vessels  having  letters  of  nianiuc  and  rt^prisals  that  they  do  cany 
all  pri:<(>ncrs,  taken  on  boaixl  any  prizes,  to  ports  at  which  there  are  or  shall  be  esta- 
blished depots  for  the  reception  of  prisoners  of  war,  there  to  deliver  over  such  pii- 
soners  to  the  agents  apjwiuted  by  our  commissioners  of  transports,  or  to  such  other 
person  as  shall  be  duly  appointed  to  receive  and  take  charge  of  prisoners  of  war;  and 
that  no  commander,  or  any  officer  of  any  ship  or  vessel  having  a  letter  of  marqoe 
and  reprisal,  do  presume,  upon  any  pretence  whatever,  to  land,  n>lease,  or  ddiw 
over  any  prisoners  of  war  at  any  other  place,  or  in  any  other  manner,  than  as  aftre- 
said/* 

The  editor  takes  this  opportunity  of  suggesting,  as  a  piece  of  information  that  maj 
be  of  important  use  to  gentlemen  with  whom  the  proceedings  in  prize  causes  neces* 
sarily  commence,  (the  commanders,  and  cruisers  of  all  descriptions  in  the  naval  «• 
vice  of  the  country,)  that  it  is  not  an  unfrequent  cause  of  dissatisfaction  with  the 
court,  that  those  who  have  the  management  and  control  over  captured  vessels  omitj  ia 
many  instances,  to  attend  to  the  duty  enjoined  by  the  general  law,  and  promulgedia 
a  declaratory  form  in  these  instructions,  with  respect  to  the  custody  of  prisoncn  i« 
general.  Tlie  efiect  of  this  omission  is  moi-e  felt,  as  it  counteracts  the  ver}'  ancient 
and  almost  fundamental  rule  of  prize  proceedings,  which  requires  that  the  master  of 
the  captured  vessel,  whether  an  enemy  or  neutral,  should  be  brought  in  for  examiaa- 
tion.  The  court  has  invariably  withheld  its  sentence  of  condemnation,  even  in  fl« 
clearest  cases,  where  this  omission  has  appeared,  until  it  has  been  supplied,  or  accounted 
for  in  a  satisfactory  manner.  The  inevitable  consequence  of  such  neglect  must  be, » 
all  cases  where  it  occurs,  to  retard  the  benefit  that  may  otherwise  be  expected  to  peJ* 
from  the  capture.    [The  Bothnca,  2  Gall  88.] 
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can  justify  such  a  measure.  In  such  a  case  it  would  be  falling  short 
of  the  justice  due  to  the  violated  rights  of  America,  and  to  the  indi-* 
▼iduals  who  have  sustained  injury  by  such  misconduct,  if  I  did  not 
follow  up  the  restitution  which  has  passed  on  the  former  day,  with  a 
decree  of  costs  and  damages. 


BEFORE  THE  LORDS   COMMISSIONERS  OF  APPEAL 

IN  PRIZE  CAUSES.1 

•  The  William,  Trefry.  [  •  385  ] 

3Iarcli  11,  ISOC. 
[Continuity  of  voyage.]  * 

This  was  a  question  on  the  continuity  of  a  voyage  in  the  colonial 
trade  of  the  enemy,  brought  by  np])cal  from  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court  at  Halifax,  where  the  sliip  and  cargo,  taken  on  a  destination 
to  Bilboa,  in  Spain,  and  claimed  on  behalf  of  Mci<srs.  W.  &  N. 
Hooper,  of  Marblehead,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts,  had  been  con- 
demned 17th  July,  1800. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  ship  had  gone  to  Martinique, 
where  the  outward  cargo  was  disposed  of ;  that  she  then  proceeded 
to  Laguira,  and  took  on  board  a  cargo  of  cocoa,  the  property  of  the 
owner?,  which  was  brought  to  Marblehead  on  the  29th  May,  and 
unladen ;  that  the  ship  was  then  cleaned  and  slightly  repaired,  and 
•gain  took  on  board  the  chief  part  of  the  former  cargo,  with  some 
fugarn  brought  from  the  Havana  in  other  ships,  and  purchased  by 
the  owners,  and  sailed,  on  or  before  the  7th  June,  upon  a  destination 
to  Bilboa.     Among  the  papers  was  a  certificate  from  the 
collector  of  the  *  customs,  ^  that  this  vessel  had  entered  and  [  *  386  ] 
knded  a  cargo  of  cocoa,  belonging  to  Messrs.  W.  &  N. 
Hoo{>er,  and  that  the  duties  had  been  secured  agreeable  to  law,  and 


1  The  cilitor  is  bappy  to  have  it  in  his  power  to  insert  in  his  colkrtion  of  Admi- 
imhr  Reports  thb  ehiltorato  juilj^ciit  of  the  Court  of  Appedl,  which  contains,  also,  a 
fdcTcnce  to  all  the  principal  cases  tliat  hatl  occiirrc*!  before  that  court,  relating  to  the 
cootinuity  of  T0}'agc8  in  the  colonial  trade  of  the  enemy. 

'  [See' The  Mftria,  5  C.  Rob.  365,  and  note.] 
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that  the  said  cargo  had  been  reshipped  on  board  this  vessel,  boand 
for  Bilboa ;  and  that  her  cargo,  consisting  of  cocoa,  sugar,  and  fish, 
was  the  property  of  the  said  W.  &  N.  Hooper." 

On  the  7th  May,  1804,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the 
Lords  of  Appeal,  upon  the  original  evidence,  when  the  case  "was 
argued  on  the  principle  of  continuity,  and  the  application  of  that 
principle  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  by  the  King's 
Advocate  and  the  Attorney-General,  on  the  part  of  the  captor,  and 
by  Mr.  Dallas  and  Dr.  Arnold,  on  the  part  of  the  appellant.  The 
Lords  "  pronounced  for  the  appeal,  reversed  the  sentence  appealed 
from,  and  retained  the  principal  cause,  therein  admitted  the  claim 
for  the  ship  and  cargo,  pronounced  the  said  cargo,  except  seventy 
hogsheads  of  cocoa  and  five  bags  of  cocoa,  to  have  belonged  as 
claimed,  and  dismissed  the  bail  given  in  the  court  below  to  answer 
the  appeal  in  respect  thereto  ;  but  directed  farther  proof  to  be  mad6 
of  the  importation  of  the  said  cocoa  into,  and  exportation  from,  the 
port  of  Marblehead,  in  America,  and  the  payment  of  duties  thereon, 
within  nine  months." 

In  obedience  to  that  decree  farther  proof  was  exhibited,  consisting 

of  sundry  documents.^ 

[  *  387  ]      •  On  this  proof  the  cause  was  farther  argued ;  and,  on  the 

11th  March,  1806,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was 

delivered  by  the  Right  Honorable  Sir  William  Grant,  Master  of  the 

Rolls,  in  the  following  terms  : 


1  Attestation  of  W.  &  N.  Hooper,  7th  November,  1804  :  — 

Certificate  of  Joseph  Wilson,  collector  of  the  customs,  stating  the  importation  of  the 
goods  in  question,  dated  7th  November,  1804. 

Account  of  bonds  given  by  William  Hooper  and  John  Trefry,  to  secure  the  datief 
on  the  importation  of  goods  on  board  The  William,  from  Laguira.  Copy  of  entry  of 
the  goods  imported  in  The  William,  from  Laguira,  May,  1800.  Affidavit  of  the 
weigher  and  guager  at  Marblehead,  that  he  weighed  G  1,345  pounds,  which  were  landed 
from  The  William,  Trefrj-,  and  that  the  same  was  put  into  102  casks  and  five  faagL 
Sworn  at  Marblehead,  7th  November,  1804.  Ship's  articles  between  the  master  and 
the  mariner  of  The  William,  Trefry,  for  a  voyage  from  Marblehead  to  Martinico,  or 
elsewhere  in  the  West  Indies,  and  back  to  Marblehead,  dated  February,  1800.  Bond 
given  by  W.  Hooper  and  John  Trefry,  to  pay  to  the  United  States  the  ram  of 
$1,239,  dated  29th  May,  1800.  Policy  of  insurance  on  The  William  and  caigo,  from 
Marblehead  to  the  West  Indies,  and  from  thence  to  her  port  of  dischaige  in  the 
United  States,  dated  Salem,  March  26th,  1800.  A  price  current  at  Bilboa,  the  8di 
Febniar}',  ^800.  Bond  entered  into,  W.  Hooper  and  John  Trefry,  in  the  sum  of 
$1,848,  on  the  exportation  of  seventy-nine  casks  and  five  bags  of  cocoa  from  Marble- 
head to  Bilboa,  dated  Marblehead,  5th  June,  1800. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  William  Grant.     The  question  in  this  ease  is,  whether  that 
part  of  the  cargo  which  has  been  the  subject  of  further  proof,  and 
which,  it  is  admitted,  was,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  going  to  Spain, 
is  to  be  considered  as  coming  directly  from  Laguira,  within  the 
meaning  of  his  Majesty's  instructions.     According  to  our 
nnderstanding  of  the  law,  it  is  only  from  those  •instructions  [  *  388  ] 
that  neutrals  derive  any  right  of  carrying  on  with  the  colo- 
nies of  our  enemies,  in  time  of  war,  a  trade  from  which  they  were 
excluded  in  time  of  peace.     The  instructions  had  not  permitted  the 
direct  trade  between  the  hostile  colony  and  its  mother  country,  but 
bad,  on  the  contrary,  ordered  all  vessels  engaged  in  it  to  be  brought 
in  for  lawful  adjudication;  and  what  the  present  claimants^  ac- 


1  The  principal  documents  exhibited  on  the  part  of  the  claimants  are  subjoined  at 
length,  for  the  purpose  of  exhibiting  a  more  accurate  view  of  the  course  in  which  tho 
eoDtioBous  trade  Inftwcen  the  colonies  of  the  enemy  and  the  mother  country  has  been 
eondoctcd,  as  to  the  forms  of  importation  in  America. 

Att«starioQ  ot*  the  claimants :  — 

"*  WUliam  IIooi>or  and  Nathaniel  Iluoper,  l)ot)i  of  Iklarblehcad,  in  the  State  of  Mas- 

huffottA,  in  the  Unitetl  States  of  America,  meR'hants,  dode])0!$c  and  say  —  lliat  thcj 
citizens  of  the  I'nited  State*<,  and  went  born  in  Marblehead  aforesiiid,  and  in  the 
month  of  February,  in  the  year  of  our  ]^)rd  IKOO,  shipped  on  board  the  schooner 
William^  belonging  to  them,  whereof  John  Trefry  was  then  master,  a  cargo  coujtisttng 
of  co<Uish,  sounds,  and  lumU'r,  and  ordered  him  to  proceed  with  said  cargo  from  said 
Uarblehoad  to  Martinico,  then  in  pos:>cshion  of  the  British,  in  the  AVest  Indies,  and 
tberv  sell  and  dispose  of  said  cargo  for  cash,  and,  with  the  proceeds  tliereof  and 
100  doubloons,  which  they,  at  the  same  time,  shipped  in  gold,  to  proceed  to  I^guira, 
on  the  Spanish  main,  and  there  lay  out  the  same  in  purchasing  a  cai^  of  cocoa; 
that  the  said  Trefry  proceeded  on  said  voyage,  with  said  cargo  on  board,  from  said 
Ifirblchead  to  said  Martinico,  and  there  sold  and  disjKiscd  of  the  same  for  cash,  and 
with  the  proceeds  thereof  and  said  100  doubloons  in  gold,  proceeded  to  said  Laguira, 
and  there  purchased  a  cargo  of  cocoa,  and,  having  shipped  i^id  cocoa  in  bulk  on 
board  the  said  K'hoouer.  proceeded  with  it  on  l>oani  from  said  Laguira  to  Marble- 
head  aforesaid,  ami  arrived  there  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  in  tlie  year  of  our  I^rd 
1800,  where  tho  said  co(.-oa  was  entered  at  the  custom-house,  and  the  duties  thereon 
arared  to  be  paid  acconling  to  law.  And  these  deponents  further  say,  that  after 
catering  the  said  cocoa  and  sc^curing  the  duties  thereon,  the  same  was  landed  in  said 
Marblehead,  and  tliere  inspected  and  weighed  by  the  ofYicers  of  the  customs,  and 
pnC  into  casks  and  Ixigs,  (j,  and  the  said  schooner  and  crew  discharged,  the  liands 
paid  off,  and  the  voyage  endeii,  as  will  appear  by  the  original  shipping-pkper  hereto 
cd,  marked  A,*  whieh  they  aver  to  l>e  true  and  genuine  ;  that  the  whole  ot*  the 
cocoa,  after  it  was  landed,  was  put  into  casks  and  bags,  and  consisted  of  seventy- 
nine  casks  and  five  bag^,  whieh  belonged  to  them,  and  twenty-three  casks  which  were 
tbe  proceeds  of  an  adventure  shipped  on  boanl  the  said  schooner  by  Robert  Hooper, 
ef  Marblehead,  their  father,  and  belonged  solely  to  him.    And  these  deponents  further 
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[  *  389  ]  cordingly  maintain  is,  not  that  they  could  *  carry  the  pro- 
duce of  Laguira  directly  to  Spain,  but  that  they  were  not 


say,  that  the  whole  of  the  duties  on  the  said  cocoa,  (and  on  one  barrel  of  coffee  and 
one  barrel  of  sugar,  the  adventures  of  the  master  and  mate,)  were  secured  to  be  paid 
by  the  bond  hereto  annexed,  marked  B,*  which  they  aver  to  be  the  original  bond 
which  was  given  at  the  custom-house  to  secure  said  duties,  as  will  appear  by  the  paper 
writing  marked  A,  annexed  to  the  collector's  certificate ;  that  on  rcshipping  the  said 
cocoa,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  any  foreign  port  whatever,  they  were  entitled,  by  tStm 
laws  of  the  United  States,  to  receive  a  drawback  on  the  same,  reserving  to  the  said 
United  States  one  and  one  quarter  per  centum,  and  on  their  reshipping  it  to  Bilboti 
as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  debentures  for  the  drawback  were  accordingly  issued,  by 
the  then  collector,  Samuel  R.  Gerr}-,  who  has  since  been  removed  from  office,  for  the 
sum  of  $955. G6  on  their  adventure,  and  the  sum  of  $255.90  on  their  father's  adven- 
ture, which  was  afterwards  rcshipped  by  him ;  that  the  said  debentures  were  applied 
to  cancel  so  much  of  the  said  impost  bond  when  it  became  due ;  the  said  impost  bond 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  $1,239.82,  the  said  debentures  to  the  sum  of 
$1,211.56,  and  the  balance  due  on  the  said  impost  bond  to  the  sum  $28.26,  which  wai 
paid  by  them  to  the  said  collector  in  money.    And  these  deponents  further  say,  that 
they  did  not  receive  any  benefit  from  the  remission  of  duties,  upon  exporting  the 
said  cocoa,  that  would  not  have  been  received  by  them  or  any  other  person,  if  the 
same  had  been  imported  from  a  British  colony,  or  elsewhere.    And  these  deponents 
do  further  Fay,  that  for  several  years  previous  to  their  said  schooner^s  sailing  on  the 
voyage  aforesaid,  they  had  been  engaged  in  foreign  commerce,  and  employed  some 
of  their  vessels  in  the  European,  and  some  of  them  in  the  West  India  trade  ;  and  thai 
when  they  ordered  the  master  of  the  said  schooner  to  proceed  to  Laguira  and  puiv 
chase  cocoa,  it  was  with  the  single  view  of  bringing  it  to  the  United  States ;  and  that 
they  then  bad  no  intention  or  expectation  of  exporting  it  in  the  said  schooner  to 
Spain,   but  on  its  arriving  at  jVIarblchead,  on  the  29th  of  May,  1800,  as  beforo 
mentioned,  they  found  it  could  not  be  sold  to  advantage  in  this  country,  and  would, 
prolmbly,  from  the  information  they  had  received  from  the  price  current  hereunto 
annexed,  marked  N,  inclosed  to  them  by  Ventura  Gomez  de  la  Torre  &  GrandsoM^ 
and  which  they  received  in  the  beginning  of  May,  1800,  bring  a  much  better  price 
in  Spain,  they  determined  on  sending  it  to  that  market ;  and  having  no  other  vessd 
at  home  in  which  they  could  send  it,  they  rcshipped  it  on  board  the  said  schooner 
William,  and  consigned  the  same  to  the  master,  and  ordered  him  to  proceed  in  her  to 
Bilboa,  in  the  kingdom  of  Spain-,  and  there  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  on  theb 
account  and  risk,  and  proceed  directly  home ;  that  while  the  said  schooner  was  pith 
ceeding  on  her  said  voyage,  she  was  taken  and  carried  into  Halifax  by  one  of  hil 
Britannic  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  and  there  condemned  as  prize.     And  these  depth 
ncnts  oxpH'Ssly  declare  that  the  aforementioned  voyage  to  Martin ico  and  Lagoira  w«i 
not  und(>rtakcn  with  a  view  or  any  intention  of  procuring  cocoa,  or  any  produce  of 
a  Spanish  colony,  and  bringing  the  same  to  the  United  States,  landing  and  naturalif* 
ing  it,  and  then  shipping  it  in  the  same  or  any  other  bottom  to  Spain ;  but  that  their 
rcshipping  the  said  cocoa  for  Bilboa  was  altogether  accidental,  owing  to  the  state  of 
the  markets  in  the  two  countries  aforesaid,  at  the  time  the  said  schooner  arrived  there* 
with  at  said  Marblehead,  as  is  hereinbefore  stated ;  and  that  if  they  had  exported  it 
to  any  other  foreign  port,  or  had  sold  it  here,  and  the  purchasers  had  exported  it,  tho 

♦  /n/ra,  361. 
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80  carrying  the  cargo  in  question  ;  *  inasmuch  as  the  voyage  [  *  390  J 
in  which  it  was  taken  was  a  voyage  from  North  America, 
and  not  directly  from  a  colony  of  Spain. 


deponents,  or  luch  purchasers,  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  same  drawback  on 
exporting  the  same.  And  these  deponents  do  further  declare,  that  the  bond  hereto 
annexed,  marked  O,*  is  the  ori^pnal  bond  given  by  the  said  AVilliam  Ilooper  and  John 
Trefry  to  the  United  States,  on  ex|x>rting  said  cocoa,  as  before-mentioned,  and  that 
the  SUM  is  true  and  genuine.** 

Certificate  of  the  collector  of  the  custouLs :  — 

I,  Joseph  Wibion,  collector  of  the  customs  of  the  United  States  of  America  for  the 
district  of  Marblehead  and  Lynn,  do  hereby  certify  and  attest  that  on  the  29th  day 
of  Hay,  1800,  the  schooner  AVilHam,  John  Trefry,  master,  entered  at  the  custom- 
at  Blarblehead  G  1,345  pounds  of  cocoa,  one  barrel  of  coffee,  and  one  barrel  of 
;  which  were  imported  from  I^guira,  and  belonged  to  AVilliam  Ilooper  and 
Nathaniel  Hooper,  of  Marblehead  aforesaid,  who  are  citizens  of  the  United  States. 
I  do  further  certify  and  attest  that  the  aforementioned  cocoa,  coffee,  and  sugar, 
all  duly  landed  from  the  said  schooner  at  Marblehead,  and  tliat  the  said  'William 
Hooper  and  John  Trefry,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1800,  gave  bonds  to  Samuel  K. 
Gerry,  who  was  then  collector  for  the  district  of  Marblehead  and  Lynn,  (but  who  has 
uce  been  removed  from  ofHcc,)  to  secure  the  {Mymcnt  of  the  impost  duties  imposed 
by  law  on  the  above-mentioned  cocoa,  coffee,  and  sugar,  and  that  the  saitl  bonds  were 
paid  by  debentures  that  were  i.«uued  by  the  said  collector  for  the  drawback  due  on  the 
mmI  cocoa  on  its  being  exjMrted  for  ]}inK>a,  as  is  hereafter  mentioned,  the  sum  of 
$1,211.56,  and  the  sum  of  $-i8.2<i  in  rash,  being  tlie  whole  amount  of  tlie  inipa»t 
dacics  oo  said  cocoa,  all  which  appears  by  the  books  and  papers  of  the  said  collector, 
BOW  in  my  custoily.  And  I  do  further  certify  and  attest  that,  on  the  6th  day  of 
Jane,  1800,  seventy-nine  casks  and  five  lags  of  the  above-mentioned  cocoa  were 
CBlered  at  the  cuMoni-houiie  in  said  Marblehead,  as  being  exported  by  the  said  Wil- 
Ilooper  and  Natlianicl  IIu(){>er,  on  l)oard  the  schooner  William,  John  Trefry, 
r,  for  BiLboa,  and,  on  the  9th  day  of  June,  1800,  twenty-three  casks  more  of 
the  said  cocoa  were  entered  at  the  said  cu^itom-house,  as  being  exported  by  Ilobert 
Hooper,  of  said  Marblehead,  merchant,  on  board  the  schooner  Saratoga,  Ebenezer 
Gimves,  Jun.,  master,  for  Bilboa.  And  I  do  further  certify  and  attest,  that  the  bond 
desciibed  in  the  paper  writing  hereto  annexed,  marked  A,  is  the  tnie  and  accurate 
dcaeripcion  of  the  bond  given  at  the  said  custom-house,  to  secure  the  duties  upon  tho 
goods  imported  in  the  schooner  William  therein  mentioned  ;  and  that  the  paper  writ- 
iag  hereunto  annexed,  marked  B,  is  a  true  and  genuine  copy  of  the  entry  of  said 
goods,  as  made  at  the  said  custom-house,  as  also  api>ears  by  the  books  and  papers  of 
the  said  collector,  now  in  my  custody.  And  I  do  further  certify  anil  attest  tliat  the 
mid  William  Ilctoper  and  Nathaniel  Hooper  and  Ilolx^rt  Hooikt  did  not  {My  any 
export  duties  on  exporting  and  clearing  out  the  aforesaid  cocoa  for  Bilboa,  no  part 
of  aid  goods  being  by  law  subjected  to  pay  any  export  duties  on  their  being 
exported. 

In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereto  set  my  hand  and  seal  of  office,  at  Marblehead 

id,  this  7th  day  of  November,  1804. 

JosEPU  Wilson,  CbUector, 

•  Infra,  362. 
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•392 


•  What  then,  with  reference  to  this  subject,  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  direct  voyage  from  one  place  to  *  another? 


A. 


Account  of  bonds  given  by  William  Hooper,  merchant,  and  Jobn  Trefiy,  mariner, 
for  goods  imported  in  the  schooner  WiUiam,  John  Trefiy,  master,  from  Lagoira,  whii^ 
Teasel  entered  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1800,  at  the  custom-house  of  the  port  of  Mar- 
blehead :  — 


Date  of  Bonds. 

When  paid. 

No.  of  Bondf . 

Obligon  Naraei. 

1800. 

1800. 

WilHam  Hooper. 

May  29th. 

August  29th. 

14. 

John  Trcfry. 

Dollars.    Cu. 
1,239     8S 


B. 

Entry  of  goods  consigned  to  Captain  William  Hooper,  imported  in  the  flcbooner 
William,  John  Trefry,  master,  from  Laguira,  May  29th,  1800 :  — 

Marki.       Nuraben^                   Packaf ei  and  Contenta.  Netralae.  Daty. 

61,345  lbs.  Cocoa  in  bulk,  at    2  cents,  $1,226    90 

B.                 1  Barrel  coffee,  1 78  lbs.  net  at    5  cents,  8    90 

Do.               1  Barrel  sugar,  201  lbs.  net  at    2  cents,  4    02 

$1,239     82 

I  solemnly  swear  that  the  above  entry  contains  the  whole  of  the  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandises  imported  by  me,  or  to  me  consigned,  in  the  schooner  William,  John 
Trefr}',  master,  from  Laguira,  according  to  my  best  belief  and  knowledge ;  and  that 
the  invoices  thereof  now  produced  contain,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  belief 
the  net  prime  cost  thereof;  and  that  if  I  afterwards  discover  any  other  or  greater 
quantity  than  is  contained  in  the  above  entry,  I  will  make  due  report  and  entiy 
thereof. 

William  Hooper. 


O. 

Certificate  of  obligations  entered  into,  on  reshipment,  debenture,  &c.,  November  9Ui, 
1800 :  — 

Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  William  Hooper,  of  Marblehead,  in  ibt 
county  of  Essex,  merchant,  principal,  and  John  Trefry,  of  said  Marblehead,  mariner, 
surety,  are  held  and  stand  firmly  bound  to  the  United  States  of  America  in  the  soni 
of  $1,848.48,  for  the  payment  of  which,  well  and  truly  to  be  made,  we  bind  ooTBelveii 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  jointly  and  severally,  by  these  presents. 

Witness  our  hands  and  seals,  this  5th  day  of  June,  year  1800. 

Whereas  Captain  William  Hooper  imported  into  the  port  of  Marblehead  the  foUow- 
ing  merchandise,  in  the  schooner  William,  of  Marblehead,  John  Trefry,  master,  from 
Laguira,  on  the  29th  day  of  May,  1800,  to  wit :  — 
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Nobody  has  ever  supposed  that  a  mere  deviation  from  the 
straightest  and  shortest  course,  in  which  *the  voyage  could  [  *393  ] 
be  performed,  would  change  its  denomination,  and  make  it 
oease  to  be  a  direct  one  'within  the  intendment  of  the  [•394  ] 
instroctions.     Nothing  can   depend   on  the  degree  or  the 
direction  of  the  *  deviation,  whether  it  be  of  more  or  fewer  [  *  395  ] 
leagues,  whether  towards  the  coast  of  Africa,  or  towards 
that  of  America.     Neither  will  it  bo  contended  that  the  point  from 
which  the  commencement  of  a  voyage  is  to  be  reckoned  changes  as 
often  as  the  ship  stops  in  the  course  of  it;  nor  will  it  the  more 
change,  because  a  party  may  choose  arbitrarily  by  the  ship's  papers, 
or  otherwise,  to  give  the  name  of  a  distinct  voyage  to  each  stage  of 
a  ship's  progress.     The  act  of  shifting  the  cargo  from  the  ship  to  the 
shore,  and  from  the  shore  back  again  into  the  ship,  does  not  neces- 
sarily amount  to  the  termination  of  one  voyage  and  the  commence- 
ment of  another.     It  may  be  wholly  unconnected  with  any  purpose 
of  importation  into  the  place  where  it  is  done.     Supposing  the  land- 
ing to  be  merely  for  the  puqiose  of  airing  or  drying  the  goods,  or  of 
repairing  the  ship,  would  any  man  think  of  describing  the  voyage  as 
beginning  at  the  place  where  it  happened  to  become  necessary  to  go 
through  such  a  process  ?     Again,  let  it  be  supposed  that  the  party 
has  a  motive  for  desiring  to  make  the  voyage  appear  to  begin  at 
some  other  place  than  that  of  the  original  lading,  and  that  he,  there- 
fore, lands  the  cargo  purely  and  solely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 


79  Casks  of  cwoa,  weight  IToi -22  lbs.  at  2  cents  .         .         .      S9:*0     44 

5  Bagiv  of  coioa,  weight       878  Ib^.  at  2  cents  .         .  17     5G 

4«,4U0  yf»8     00 

Deduct  one  and  one  fourth  per  cent     12     10 

Gnnied  debenture,  Na  95,  pay.  Aug.  29,  1800,  for  .        S955     90 

and  being  rei^hipped  by  the  afforesaid  William  Hooper,  in  onler  to  export  the  same  in 
the  fchooner  William,  of  Marblchead,  John  Trefry,  maifter,  now  In  the  port  of  Marble- 
Wad,  and  lK)und  for  Uilboa. 

The  conditions  of  this  obligation,  therefore,  is  such,  tlmt  If  the  oaid  morcliandiffc,  or 
any  part  thereof,  be  not  rclanded  in  any  port  or  place  within  the  limits  of  thu  United 
SCatCii,  as  settled  by  the  late  treaty  of  ])eace,  and  if  the  certilicatcs  and  other  proofs 
reqaired  by  law  of  tlie  dclivcn-  of  the  same  at  the  afon'said  jwrt  of  Bilboa,  or  at  any 
port  or  place  without  the  United  States,  shall  be  produced  at  this  oflicc  within  4>no 
jear  from  the  date  hen^ot*,  then  this  obligation  shall  be  null  and  Toid,  but  otlien^iso 

•ball  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue. 

William  lIoorEn,        (l.  ».) 

Joiuf  TKEFnY,  (l.  s.) 

figncdy  sealed,  and  dclifcred  in  the  presence  of 

Peteb  Grkex. 
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himself  to  affirm,  that  it  was  at  such  other  place  that  the 
[  *  396  ]  •  goods  were  taken  on  board,  would  this  conttivance  at  all 

alter  the  truth  of  the  fact  ?  Would  not  the  real  voyage  still 
be  from  the  place  of  the  original  shipment,  notwithstanding  the 
attempt  to  give  it  the  appearance  of  having  begun  from  a  different 
place  ?  The  truth  may  not  always  be  discernable,  but  when  it  is  dis- 
covered, it  is  according  to  the  truth,  and  not  according  to  the 
fiction,  that  we  are  to  give  to  the  transaction  its  character  and 
denomination.  If  the  voyage  from  the  place  of  lading  be  not 
really  ended,  it  matters  not  by  what  acts  the  party  may  have 
evinced  his  desire  of  making  it  appear  to  have  been  ended.  TUlit 
those  acts  have  been  attended  with  trouble  and  expense  cannot 
alter  their  quality  or  their  effect.  The  trouble  and  expense  may 
weigh  as  circumstances  of  evidence,  to  show  the  purpose  for  which 
the  acts  were  done ;  but  if  the  evasive  purpose  be  admitted  or  proved, 
we  can  never  be  bound  to  accept  as  a  substitute  for  the  observance 
of  the  law,  the  means,  however  operosc,  which  have  been  employed 
to  cover  a  breach  of  it  Between  the  actual  importation  by  which 
a  voyage  is  really  ended,  and  the  colorable  importation  which  is  to 
give  it  the  appearance  of  being  ended,  there  must  necessarily  be  a 
great  resemblance.  The  acts  to  be  done  must  be  almost  entirely  the 
same ;  but  there  is  this  difference  between  them,  —  the  landing  of  the 
cargo,  the  entry  at  the  custom-house,  and  the  payment  of  such  duties 
as  the  law  of  the  place  requires,  are  necessary  ingredients  in  a 
genuine  importation;  the  true  purpose  of  the  owner  cannot  be 
effected  without  them.      But  in  a  fictitious  importation,  they  arc 

mere  voluntary  ceremonies,  which  have  no  natural  couneo- 
[  *397]  tion  whatever  with  the  purpose  of  sending  on  the  •cargo 

to  another  market,  and  which,  therefore,  would  never  be 
resorted  to  by  a  person  entertaining  that  purpose,  except  with  a  view 
of  giving  to  the  voyage,  which  he  has  resolved  to  continue,  the 
appearance  of  being  broken  by  an  importation,  which  he  has  resolved 
not  really  to  make. 

Now  what  is  the  case  immediately  before  us  ?  The  cargo  in 
question  was  taken  on  board  at  Laguira.  It  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
capture,  proceeding  to  Spain ;  but  the  ship  had  touched  at  an  Ame- 
rican port.  The  cargo  was  landed  and  entered  at  the  custom-house, 
and  a  bond  was  given  for  duties  to  the  amount  of  1,239  dollars.  The 
cargo  was  reshipped,  and  a  debenture  for  1,211  dollars  by  way  of 
drawback  was  obtained.  All  this  passed  in  the  course  of  a  few  dayfc 
The  vessel  arrived  at  Marblehead  on  the  29th  of  May ;  on  that  day 
the  bond  for  securing  the  duties  was  given.  On  the  30th  and  Slat 
the  goods  were  landed,  weighed,  and  packed.  The  permit  to  ship 
them  13  dated  the  Ist  of  June«  and  on  the  3d  of  Jane  the  vessel  is 
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cleared  out  as  laden,  and  ready  to  proceed  to  sea.  Wc  are  frequently 
obliged  to  collect  the  pur|)ose  from  the  circumstances  of  the  transac- 
tion. The  landing  thus  almost  instantaneously  followed  by  the  rc- 
shipmcnt,  has  little  appearance  of  having  been  made  with  a  view  to 
actual  importation ;  but  it  is  not  upon  inference  that  the  conclusion 
io  this  case  is  left  to  rest.  The  claimants,  instead  of  showing  that 
tlicy  really  did  imi)ort  this  cargo,  have,  in  their  attestation,  stated  the 
reasons  which  determined  them  not  to  import  it.  They  say,  indeed, 
that  when  they  ordered  it  to  be  purchased,  "  it  was  with  the  single 
view  of  bringing  it  to  the  United  States,  and  that  they  then 
had  no  intention  *or  expectation  of  exporting  it  in  the  said  [  *  398  ] 
schooner  to  Spain."  Sup))osing  that  from  this  somewhat 
ambiguous  statement  we  are  to  collect  that  their  original  intention  was 
to  have  imported  this  cargo  into  America,  with  a  view  only  to  the 
American  market,  yet  their  intention  had  been  changed  before  the 
arrival  of  the  vessel.  For  they  state  that  in  the  beginning  of  May 
they  had  received  accounts  of  the  |)rices  of  cocoa  in  Spain,  which 
satisfied  them  that  it  would  sell  iiuich  better  there  than  in  America, 
and  that  they  had,  therefore,  determined  to  send  it  to  the  Spanish 
market.  Nothing  is  alleged  to  have  happened  between  the  landing 
of  the  cargo  and  its  reshipment,  that  could  have  the  least  inlluencc 
on  their  determination.  It  was  not  in  that  short  interval  that  Ame- 
rican prices  fell,  or  that  information  of  the  higher  prices  in  Spain  had 
been  received.  Knowing  beforehand  the  comparative  state  of  the 
two  markets,  they  neither  tried  nor  meant  to  try  that  of  America,  but 
proceeded  with  all  possible  ex))edition  to  go  through  the  forms  which 
have  been  before  enumerated.  If  the  continuity  of  the  voyage 
remains  unbroken,  it  is  immaterial  whether  it  be  by  the  prf)seeution 
of  an  original  purpose  to  continue  it,  as  in  the  case  of  The  Kssex,  or 
as  in  this  case,  by  the  relinquishment  of  an  original  purpose  to  have 
brought  it  to  a  termination  in  America.  It  can  never  be  contendedi 
that  an  intention  to  import,  once  entertained,  is  equivalent  to  import- 
ation. And  it  would  be  a  contradiction  in  terms  to  say  that  by  acts 
done  after  the  original  intention  has  be(*n  abandoned,  such  original 
intention  has  been  carried  into  execution.  AVliy  should  a  cargo, 
which  there  was  to  be  no  attempt  to  sell  in  America,  have  been 
entered  at  an  American  custom-house,  and  voluntarily  sub- 
jected  to  the  *  payment  of  any,  even  the  most  trilling  duty  !  [  '  391)  J 
Not  because  im|)ortation  was,  or  in  such  a  ease  couKl  be 
intended,  but  because  it  was  thought  expedient  that  something 
shoald  be  done,  which  in  a  British  Prize  Court  might  pass  for 
importation.  Indeed  the  claimants  seem  to  have  conceived  that  the 
inquiry  to  be  made  here  was,  not  whether  the  importation  was  real 
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or  pretended,  but  whether  the  pretence  had  assumed  a. particular 
form,  and  was  accompanied  with  certain  circumstances  which  by 
positive  rule  were,  in  all  cases,  to  stand  for  importation,  or  to  be  con- 
clusive evidence  of  it.  And  it  has,  I  understand,  been  said  that  our 
departure  from  that  supposed  rule  in  the  case  of  The  Essex,^  Ome, 
was  a  surprise  upon  the  merchants  of  America,  who  had  by  our  for- 
mer decisions  been  led  to  believe,  that  proof  of  landing  and  payment 
of  duties  in  America  would,  in  every  case,  be  held  absolutely  decisive 
of  the  legality  of  the  voyage. 

How  far  even  that  rule  would  have  been  departed  from  by  the  deci- 
sion in  the  case  of  The  Essex,  will  hereafter  be  considered.  But  after 
having  looked  very  attentively  into  all  the  cases  in  which,  as  far  as  I 
am  aware,  this  sort  of  question  has  occurred,  I  conceive,  not  only 
that  it  will  be  impossible  to  point  out  a  judgment,  in  which  any  such 
unqualified  doctrine  has  been  laid  down,  but  that  the  judgments  ante- 
cedent to  that  in  The  Essex  had  clearly  and  unequivocally  negatived 
the  existence  of  the  alleged  rule  of  decision. 

The  first  case  of  the  kind,  that  of  The  Polly,  Lasky,  occurred  in 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  February,  1800.     The  learned  judge 
of  that  court  expressly  disclaimed  the  attempt  to  define  what  should 
be  deemed  universally  the  test  of  a  bona  fide  importation. 
[  *  400  ]  He  *  did,  indeed,  lay  great  and  just  stress  on  the  payment 
of  the  American  import  duties,  which  was  there  swoni  to 
have  been  actually  made.     But  still  it  was  as  evidence  of  bond  fide 
importation.     The  very  statement,  that  the  thing  in  question  was  the 
bona  fides  of  the  importation,  did  of  necessity  exclude  the  supposi- 
tion  that  one  uniform  effect  was,  in  all  cases,  to  be  ascribed  to  a  given 
set  of  circumstances,  without  regard  to  the  manner  in  which  their 
effect  as  evidence  might  be  varied  by  other  circumstances,  with  which, 
in  different  cases,  they  might  be  found  contrasted  or  combined.    The 
first  case  of  this  class  which,  I  believe,  came  before  this  board,  WM 
that  of  The  Mercury,  Roberts,  in  January,  1802.     By  all  the  doco- 
ments  found  on  board,  the  cargo  appeared  to  have  been  laden  at 
Charlestown ;  and  among  those  documents  there  was  an  attestation 
sworn  at  the  custom-house,  that  all  the  parts  of  the  cargo  which  were 
of  foreign  growth  or  manufacture,  had  been  legally  imported,  and  the 
duties  thereon  paid  or  secured.     It  came  out,  however,  in  the  deposi* 
tions  of  the  witnesses  examined  on  the  standing  interrogatories,  that 
the  cargo  had  been  laden  at  the  Havana,  and  that  it  never  had  becB 
landed  at  Charlestown,  the  place  of  the  alleged  shipment     It  being 
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evident  that  the  touching  at  Charlestown  was  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
giving  to  the  voyage  the  color  and  appearance  of  having  begun  there, 
we  affirmed  the  sentence  of  condennnation,  without  previously  endea- 
voring to  ascertain  whether  any  duties  had  really  been  paid  in  Ame- 
rica. The  true  nature  of  the  transaction  being  clearly  ascertained,  it 
seemed  immaterial  to  inquire,  whether  the  payment  of  duties  had 
been  one  of  the  means  employed  to  disguise  it 

•  The  next  case  which  occurred,  was  that  of  The  Eagle,  [  *  401  ] 
Weeks,  in  May,  1803.     By  the  original  evidence,  it  appeared 
that  the  cargo  had  come  from  Biiboa  to  Philadelphia,  where  it  had 
been  landed,  and  whence  it  was  proceeding,  in  the  same  vessel,  to  the 
Havana.     The  condemnation  in  the  court  below  had  proceeded  on 
tbe  ground  that  the  cargo  was  contraband  of  war.     But  the  only 
qaedtion  here  was  with  regard  to  the  continuity  of  the  voyage.     As 
to  that,  further  proof  was  ordered.     We  had  the  landing  at  Philadel- 
phia already  in  evidence ;  therefore,  according  to  the  supposed  rule, 
tbe  only  other  circumstance,  with  regard  to  which  proof  could  be 
material,  was  the  payment  of  duties.     But  we  did  not  so  limit  our 
inquiry.     In  order  to  endeavor  to  discover  the  real  purpose  and  inten- 
tion of  the  owner,  we  called  for  the  orders  which  he  had  given  con- 
cerning the  purchase  and  shipment  of  the  cargo  at  Biiboa,  and  also 
for  ihe  inr^urances  made  from  thonee.     Had  it  clearly  appeared  from 
those  orders  or  insurances  that  the  cargo  was  from  the  beginning  des- 
tined for  the  Havana,  could  it  be  supposed  that  we  would   pay  no 
regard  to  that  result  of  the  inquiry  which  we  had  directed,  but  would 
ascribe  to  the  payment  of  duties  such  a  conclusive  effect,  as  would 
hate  rendered  every  other  part  of  the  intpiiry  j)erfectly  nugatory? 
When  the  case  came  back  on  the  further  proof,  nothing  appeared  in 
the  letters  of  orders  to  show  a  destination  to  the  Havana.     No  insu- 
ttnce  had  been  effected  on  the  first  branch  of  the  voyage.     It  was 
positively  sworn  that  the  import  duties?,  amounting  to   $1,333,  had 
iKeu  actually  paid;  also,  that  the  cargo  had  been  warehoused  at 
Pluladelpbia,  and  advertised  and  intended  for  sale   there, 
l*t  that,  not  'being   able  to   obtain  a  price  that  would  [•402] 
•■wer,  the  owner  had  resolved  to  ship  it  for  the  Havana. 
^>»ing  a  credit  to  this  evidence,  which  it  now  appears  it  did  not 
^••erve,  wc  thought  that  a  complete  bona  fide  importation  had  taken 
Plte.  and  therefore  decreed  restitution  of  the  ship  and  cargo. 

The  case  of  the  schooner  Freeport,  and  the  original  hearing  of  The 
^•«ei,  Orne,  came  on  in  August,  1803.  The  Freeport  had  carried 
''''^in  Cadiz  to  Boston  the  cargo  with  which,  at  the  time  of  the  cap- 
^^,  it  was  proceeding  to  one  of  the  Spanish  colonies.  The  cargo 
'^  been  landed  and  remained  some  time  on  shore ;  but  the  master 
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who  was  half  owner  of  both  ship  and  cargo,  admitted  in  his  claim 
that  the  cargo  was  intended  for  the  Spanish  West  Indian  market,  and 
did  not  even  assert  any  purpose  of  importation  into  America.  We 
therefore  affirmed  the  sentence  of  condemnation.  The  cargo  having 
been  landed,  it  might  be  taken  for  granted  that  whatever  duties  were 
payable  had  been  paid.  But  as  the  case  stood,  we  thought  that  (act 
immaterial,  and  therefore  directed  no  inquiry  with  regard  to  it 

In  the  case  of  The  Essex,  the  cargo  had  been  brought  from  Barce- 
lona to  Salem,  and,  after  having  been  landed  and  reshipped,  was  pro- 
ceeding to  the  Havana.  From  the  original  evidence  there  was  great 
reason  to  believe,  that  the  master  had,  from  the  beginning,  destined 
the  cargo  for  the  Spanish  colony ;  but  as  what  had  passed  at  Salem, 
or  what  had  been  the  conduct  of  the  owner  after  the  ship's  arrival 
there,  did  not  distinctly  appear,  it  was  thought  right  to  give  him  an 
opportunity  of  entering  into  further  proof  of  the  alleged 

[  *403  ]  •  importation.     It  had  never  been  denied  that,  in  a  doubtful 
case,  payment  of  duties  would  have  great  weight,  and  there- 
fore the  further  proof  was  particularly  directed  to  that  point    But 
it  having  been  suggested  that^  in  these  cases,  the  duties  charged  on 
landing  were  almost  entirely  drawn  back  on  the  reshipment,  we  also 
called  for  an  account  of   the  drawbacks,  if  any,  which  had  been 
received.     This  additional  inquiry  sufliciently  showed,  that  the  same 
eftbct  would  not  be  ascribed  to  a  nominal,  as  to  an  actual  payment 
of  import  duties.     With  a  view  of  further  elucidating  the  transaction, 
the  insurances  made,  if  any,  were  directed  to  be  produced.     The  finil 
event  of  this  case  will  be  afterwards  noticed. 

The  next  case  was  that  which  is  the  immediate  subject  of  the  pl^ 
sent  judgment.  It  was  first  heard  in  May,  1804.  By  the  originil 
evidence,  the  landing  of  the  cargo  at  Marblehead  was  proved  B 
was  also  in  proof  that  the  duties  had  been  secured  accorduig  to  law. 
So  the  owners  swore ;  so  the  custom-house  certified.  It  was  to  be 
supposed,  that  duties  which  were  secured,  were  one  day  to  be  paid; 
and  it  was  doubtless  meant  to  be  so  understood  here.  For  the  ftrt 
was  suppressed,  that  at  the  moment  when  the  certificate  issued  ftom 
the  custom-house,  and  the  oath  was  made  by  the  owners,  a  debentmt 
had  been  granted,  which  in  effect  extinguished  almost  the  whole  of 
the  duties  that  had  been  previously  secured.  Here  was  what  is  now 
said  to  have  been  by  us  held  conclusive  evidence  of  importation.. 
But  what  did  wc  determine?  That  the  importation  was  not  suffi- 
ciently proved,  and  therefore  wc  directed  further  proof  of  it  to  be 
made.  Could  any  American,  who  at  all  attended  to  the  proceediogi 
of  this  court,  be  really  surprised  by  our  again  decidiogi 

[  *  404  ]  *  a  twelvemonth  afterwards,  that  such  evidence  was  not  oon- 
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elneive  ?  Yet  this  effect  I  mean,  of  surprise,  is  ascribed  to  our 
decision  in  The  Essex,  in  May,  1803.  tlpon  the  further  proof  it 
appeared  to  us  that  no  real  importation  into  Salcm  had  taken  place, 
or  had  ever  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  the  transac- 
tion. The  sentence  of  condemnation  was  therefore  affirmed.  As  it 
is  not  the  object  of  this  review  of  the  cases  to  discuss  the  merits  of 
the  particular  judgments,  but  only  to  examine  whether  there  be  any 
inconsistency  in  their  principles,  it  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to  any 
other  point  in  the  last-mentioned  decision,  than  its  alleged  novelty, 
in  departing  from  the  supposed  principle  of  holding  that  landing  and 
payment  of  duties  in  America  did,  absolutely,  and  under  all  circum- 
stances, legalize  the  subsequent  voyage.  I  have  shown  that  there 
was  not  one  decision  in  which  any  such  principle  had  been  asserted 
or  implied,  and  that  there  were  at  least  two  decisions  which  stood  in 
direct  contradiction  to  it  —  that  in  The  Freeport,  in  1803,  and  that 
in  The  William,  in  1804. 

Bat  supposing  that  we  had  uniformly  held  that  payment  of  the 
import  duties  furnished  conclusive  evidence  of  importation,  would 
there  have  been  any  inconsistency  or  contradiction  in  holding  that 
the  mere  act  of  giving  a  bond  for  an  amount  of  duties,  of  which  only 
a  very  insignificant  part  was  ever  to  be  paid,  could  not  have  the  same 
effect  as  the  actual  payment  of  such  amount  ?     The  further  proof  in 
The  Essex  first  brought  distinctly  before  us  the  real  state  of  the  fact 
in  this  particular.     It  has  been  already  mentioned  that  we  had  called 
for  an  account  of  the  drawbacks,  if   any,  that  had  been 
received.     This  produced  the  information  *that  although  the  [  *405  ] 
duties  secured  amounted  to   $5,278,  yet  a  debenture  was 
Immediately  afterwards  given  for  no  less  than  $5,080;  so  that  on  that 
▼alaable  cargo  no  more  than  $198  would  be  ultimately  payable,  which 
ram  is  said  to  be  more  than  compensated  by  the  advantage  arising 
from  the  negotiability  of  the  debenture.     In  the  case  of  The  Eagle, 
immediately  preceding,  it  had  been  sworn  by  the  owner  and  certified 
by  the   custom-house,  that  the  duties,  amounting  to  $1,33:],  not  an 
nnsabstantial  sum  on  the  not  very  valuable  cargo  of  a  small  vessel  of 
one  hundred  and  ten  tons,  had  been  actually  paid.     In  The   Polly, 
Lasky,  it  was  sworn  generally  that  the  duties  were  paid;  in  The 
Mercury,  that  they  were  paid  or  secured ;  in  The  William,  that  they 
were  secured.     Not  a  word  was  said  about  drawbacks.     It  was  there- 
fore natural  for  us  to  understand   American  claimants,  as  thev  cer- 
tainly  wished  we  should  understand  them,  to  be  speaking  of  the  pay- 
ment of  such  duties  as  were  chargeable  on  im]>ortation  into  America, 
and  of  a  security  that  would  make  tlie  whole  amount  secured  becrome 
payable  at  some  future  day.     If  we  had  ascribed  to  the  fact,  as  v- 
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I  ^  ■-       - 

believed  it  to  exist,  ever  so  decisive  an  effect,  I  again  ask,  where 
would  be  the  inconsistency  in  denying  the  same  effect  to  a  fact  of  a 
totally  different  nature  ?  It  must  not  be  supposed  that  we  pretend  to 
judge  what  duties  it  may  be  proper  for  the  American  government  to 
exact  or  to  remit,  neither  do  we  contend  that  an  importation  cannot 
be  genuine  because  a  high  duty  has  not  been  paid.  All  we  say  is, 
that,  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  the  payment  of  a  slight  duty  does  not 
tend,  in  the  same  degree,  to  establish  the  bona  fides  of  an  importation, 

as  the  payment  of  a  heavy  duty  would  have  done.     Wc 
[  *  406  ]  *  never  held  that  either  would  necessarily  outweigh  all  the 

evidence  which  could  possibly  be  put  into  the  opposite  scale ; 
but  that  the  one  has  less  weight  than  the  other  is  obvious  to  every 
man's  apprehension. 

On  the  whole,  I  trust,  I  have  demonstrated  that  we  did  not,  in  the 
case  of  The  Essex,  and  that  we  do  not,  in  the  case  now  before  us, 
depart  from  any  principle  which  we  have  ever  adopted.  The  appli- 
cation to  this  case  of  the  principles  on  which  we  really  have  pro- 
ceeded has  been  already  shown.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  voyage 
was  illegal,  and  that  the  sentence  of  condemnation  must  be  afiirmed. 


•ORDER    OF    COURT, 

August  5,  1806. 

That  in  every  case  where  bail  is  required  to  be  given,  in  any  cause 
depending  in  this  court,  a  notice  in  writing  of  the  persons  proposed 
to  become  bound  shall  be  delivered  at  the  office  of  the  adverse  proc- 
tor. And  no  bail  bond  or  recognizance  in  such  cause  shall  be  teken 
unless  the  adverse  proctor,  or  some  other  proctor  for  him,  be  then  pre- 
sent; or  an  affidavit  be  exhibited  to  prove  he  has  had  such  notice  for 
the  space  of  twenty-four  hours,  and  been  required  to  attend  at  the 
time  of  giving  such  bail,  for  the  purpose  of  objecting  or  consentiog 
thereto. 


ADDITIONAL    INSTRUCTIONS. 

May  21,  1806. 

Whereas,  we  have  ever  been  desirous  to  prevent  interruption  being 
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given  to  the  trade  and  commerce  of  every  state  in  amity  with  us»,  as 
lar  aa  was  compatible  with  the  necessary  operations  of  war.     And 
whereas  it  will  tend  very  much  to  that  purpose,  that  the  trade  and 
navigation  of  the  Baltic  should  for  the  present  remain  unmolested, 
wc  have  therefore  been  pleased  to  resolve,  that  our  ships  of  war,  pri- 
vateers, and    other  vessels   acting  under  our  commission,  shall  be 
restrained  from  making  prize  of,  stop))ing,  or  detaining  any  ships  or 
vessels  within  the  Baltic ;  and  wc  do  hereby  strictly  charge  and  enjoin 
the  commanders  of  our  ships  of  war,  and  the  commanders 
of  all  ships  and  vessels  *  having  letters  of  marque  and  repri-  [  *  408  ] 
sail  that  they  do  not,  by  virtue  of   their  commissions,  or 
undcf  color  thereof,  stop  or  detain  any  ship  or  vessel  in  the  Baltic,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  prize  of  the  same ;  but  that  they  sufler  all  such 
ships  as  they  shall  meet  in  those  seas  to  proceed  in  their  respective 
voyages  without  any  interruption. 

By  his  Majesty's  command. 

Spencer. 


ORDER   OF   COUNCIL. 

May  23,  1806. 

It  is  this  day  ordered  in  council,  that  all  fishing  vessels  under  Prus- 
sian and  other  colors,  and  engaged  for  the  purpose  of  catching  fish, 
and  conveying  them  fresh  to  market,  with  tlieir  crews,  cargoes,  and 
stores,  shall  not  be  molested  on  their  fisliing  voyages  and  bringing  the 
same  to  market ;  and  that  no  fishing  vessels  of  this  description  shall 
hereafter  be  molested.  And  the  right  honorable  the  Lords  Commis- 
sioners of  his  Majesty's  treasury,  the  I/ords  Commissioners  of  the 
Admiralty,  and  the  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  are  to 
give  the  necessary  directions  herein  as  to  them  may  respectively 
appertain. 

W.  Fawkener. 


ADDITIONAL    NOTES. 


No.  I. 

Brutus,  page  331,  note. 

As  it  may  be  serviceable  to  state  the  circumstances  of  this  case  more  at  length  than 
could  be  conveniently  introduced  in  the  original  note,  the  following  more  particular 
reference  to  that  and  other  cases  on  tlie  question  is  here  subjoined.    It  appeared  that 
The  Brutus  had  been  recently  built  at  Salisbury,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetti, 
pierced  for  fourteen  guns,  but  with  only  two  mounted,  to  defend  her,  as  alleged, 
against  French  privateers ;  that  she  had  been  sent  on  the  first  voyage  to  the  Havanna, 
with  instructions  to  the  master, .  ^'  That  he  should  sell  her  or  take  goods  on  freight  at 
his  discretion,  but  that  the  owners  should  prefer  the  sale  of  her  rather  than  freighting 
her,  as  she  was  not  calculated  for  such  employ  unless  necessitated.''    On  a  survey  that 
had  been  directed  at  Halifax,  it  was  reported  *'  That  her  hull,  masts,  yards,  riggings 
and  sails,  appeared  in  every  respect  as  fitted  for  a  ship  of  war ;  that  she  had  shot 
lockers  fitted  to  each  port,  and  netting  stanchions  for  stowing  hammocks  for  quarters, 
with  nettings  fixed  fore  and  afl ;  that  she  was  pierced  for  fourteen  guns,  with  ports 
calculated  for  guns  of  four  pounds,  with  rings  and  eye  bolts,  and  that  her  sides  were 
regularly  built  for  quarters,  agreeably  to  the  established  way  of  building,  with  bow 
and  stcrn-cliase  ports,  and  a  capstern  complete  for  heaving  up  the  anchor  instead  of  a 
windlass."     The  sentence  of  the  court  ^  below  expressed  the  reason  of  condemnation 
to  be,  that  she  was  built  (under  an  enumeration  of  particulars)  for  purposes  of  war  and 
not  for  peace,  and  was  going  to  be  sold  to  the  enemy,  and  condemned  the  vessel  as 
contraband  of  war.     The  Lords  of  Appeal  affirmed  the  sentence,  27th  July,  1804.    A 
specification  of  the  particulars  of  that  case  has  been  deemed  necessary,  because  in  two 
other  cases  2  shortly  preceding,  in  which  the  vessels  were  of  a  more  ambiguous  con- 
struction, yet  going  to  the  Ilavanna  with  directions  that  they  should  be  sold  there, 
they  had  been  condemned  as  contraband  in  the  "Mce- Admiralty  Court  of  the  Bahamas; 
but,  on  the  hearing  before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in  consideration  of  the  equivocal  nature 
of  their  character,  and  the  employment  in  trade,  in  which  they  had  been  actually  engaged, 
and  of  tlie  occasion  for  selling  arising  out  of  the  circumstances  attending  them,  the 
Lords  reversed  the  sentence  of  the  court  below,  and  decreed  restitution.    In  The 
Kaven,  Jennings,^  a  case  of  a  similar  description,  the  vessel  had  been  a  French  priTa- 
teer,  and  had  been  condemned  as  such  at  New  York ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  pu^ 
chaser  had  bought  her  for  the  purposes  of  trade,  and  having  used  his  best  endeavors  to 
make  her  fit  for  that  service,  had  found  her  unsuitable,  and  was  on  that  account 
intending  to  sell  her  again. 


^  Halifax,  2d  September,  1800. 

>  Fanny,  Ingraham,  24th  March,  1804 ;  Neptune,  Gibbs,  18th  July,  1804. 

^  Lords,  13th  June,  1804,  this  vessel  was  also  restored  on  appeal. 
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It  will  ftppear  from  the  comparison  of  these  cases,  that  though  the  principle  of  con- 
i^ideriDg  the  tale  of  ships  of  war  to  the  enemy  as  contraband,  is  strictly  held  by  the 
i)eciaoD5  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the  application  of  the  principle  has  been  restricted 
tD  cases  in  which  no  doubt  existed  as  to  the  character  of  the  vessels,  or  the  purpose 
tor  which  they  were  intended  to  be  sold. 


No.  n. 

FLAG  AND  PASS  OF  THE  ENEMY. 

Vrow  Elizabeth,  Probst.    Pago  2. 

Sl3f  CB  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  the  case  of  The  Vrow  Elizabeth,  where 
che  flag  and  pass  of  the  enemy  was  held  conclusive  against  the  claim  for  the  ship  on 
behalf  of  a  neutral  proprietor,  though  adopted  prior  to  hostilities,  and  without  any 
pnqwci  of  such  an  event,  the  same  (question  has  been  fully  agitated  before  the  Court 
of  Appeal  in  several  cases,  and  with  a  Mmilar  result  In  the  case  of  The  Diana,  Ilunt, 
(Lords,  1  St  March,  1800,)  the  claim  of  a  British  merchant  for  a  vessel  so  employed 
i  Dutch  flag  and  pass,  and  not  coming  within  the  terms  of  the  order  of  council, 
I,  page  7,  note,  as  not  sailing  before  the  knowledge  of  hostilities,  but  in  Septem- 
ber, 1803,  was  rejected,  and  the  vessel  was  condemned. 


24* 
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The  references  in  this  index  ore  to  the  marginal  paging. 


A. 

Admiral  of  a  station,  his  flag  share  under  the  proclamation 

does  not  attach,  till  the  communication  of  some 
orders,  on  ships  arriving  to  act  under  his  com- 
mand   

general  orders  at  the  place  of  rendezvous  suffi- 
cient          ... 

Admiralty  orders,  presumption  as  to  separate  service,  where  coincident 

with  the  general  services  of  the  station 
Amelioration,  on  illegal  purchases,  will  not  be  continued    .... 
Appendix,  Part  I.  afler  p.  206,  instructions,  as  to  colonial  trade,  June 

24,  1803. 
as  to  corn  to  Spain,  Feb- 
ruary 1, 1805. 
Part  II.  order  of  court. 

order  of  council,  21  May,  1806,  to  restrain  cap- 
tures in  the  Baltic. 

23  May,  1806,  for  protecting 
fishing  vessels, 
notes  additional,  as  to  ships  condemned  as  contra- 
band, as  to  flag  and  pass  conclusive. 

B. 

Bail,  order  of  court  respecting  notice,  &c.  ....     Appendix, 

for  goods  delivered,  not  afterwards  reduced,  to  the  amount  of  the 

proceeds     

as  to  delivery  of  prize  goods 

as  to  bail  in  salvage  cases  ...... 

Blockade,  Elbe  and  "Weser,  as  to  an  enemy  in  the  interior  .2 

subject  to  all  general  rules  of  ordinary  blockades    .... 

misinformation  of  foreign  ministers  as  to  cessation, 

not  available  .  • 

contingent  destination  to  the  mouth  of  the  block- 
aded port,  for  orders  or  information,  not  allow- 
able    

distinction  as  to  America,  on  what  terms 
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ckade^  Cootinned.  Page 

Dieppe,  Tiolation  by  obstinate  declaration  and  continuance 

in  the  prohibited  course 289 

Havre,  excuse,  of  persisting  to  ascertain  the  land,  overruled        .        .    258 

of  perseverinff,  owing  to  intoxication,  over- 
ruled   .        .        « 262 

inference   against  the    cargo,   from   wilful 

breach  on  the  part  of  the  master     .  261  and  267 

exceptions,  for  shipments  prior  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  blockade  ....         261,262 
fOMrjf,  interest,  on  an  enemy's  ship  not  a  subject  of  claim,  in  a 

Prire  Court 221 

suit  before  the  war,  but  superseded  by  plea  of  alien  enemy, 
not  transferable  on  the  original  proceedings  to  the  agent 
in  this  country 105 

C. 

r«/,  rescue,  by  prisoners  on  board  a  cartel  ship  for  the  purpose  of 

being  exchanged,  invalidated 205 

property  rescued  decreed  to  the  king,  to  be  disposed  of  at  dis- 
cretion of  government 206 

equity  of,  allowed,  beyond  the  strict  letter,  to  tlie  extent  of  the 
understanding  between  the  British  and  French  oflUcers     .        .199  and  200 
in,  averment  of  property,  as  to  time  of  seizure,  and  condemnation, 

not  conclusive  of  any  ([uestion  of  cliaracter 249 

dispensed  with,  as  to  proi)erty  of  small  value 127 

sum  fixed,  100/.  not  extended 128 

isionj  damages  and  costs 345 

mial  trade  J  instructions  as  to  the  trade  allowed,  24  th  June,  1803    App.  aflcr  p.  260 
continuous  voyages,  between  the  colonies  of  the  enemy 

and  \K)rii  not  within  the  instructions     ....  368  and  387 
principle  not  affected  by  a  new  clearance  or  by  mere 

landing,  and  security  of  duties  in  America        .  .    395,  396 

review  of  ca:3os  on  this  subject  in  the  Court  of  Appeal      .        .        899 

of  some  cases  in  tlie  High  Court  of  Admiralty  .  .    369 

f/^mna//o/j,  of  a  French  prize  lying  in  a  Spanish  port         ....        285 

distinction  from  the  case  of  Tlie  Henric  and  Maria,  not 

sustained  in  fact ib, 

froAan//,  copper  in  shcetSf  n'i>ortcd  fit  for  sheathing  of  ships      .  .         277 

masts,  Kw^sian  pnxluco,  not  in  Russian  ship  .         .        305  and  313 

piti'h  and  tar  concealed,  from  America  to  the  Isle  of 

France 325,  et  seq. 

rosin,  to  Nantes,  not 98 

ship  of  war,  going  to  be  sold  to  the  enemy 331 

r«ni>rir /x;rf,  under  the  instructions  to  privateers       ....  144,384 

interpn>tcd  princijKilIy  for  purposes  of  adjudication  .        .        .144 

qualifications,  as  to  king's  sliips 385 

misfion  of  left  fr  ofmarq\u\  how  affected  by  misconduct  .10  and  40 

'ract^  before  the  war,  and  not  in  contempUition  of  war,  for  Bata- 
vian  produce,  to  be  transmitted  and  sold  in  Holland,  not 

invalidated 163,  et  $eq. 

in  proqwci  of  war  and  of  Dutch  property,  in  itinere,  invalidated     1 31 ,  c<  $eq. 
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Page 

Convoying  ship,  not  precluded  from  salvage,  on  recapture  of  a  ship 

being  part  of  her  convoy 818 

Croum,  not  precluded  by  the  Prize  Act  from  superseding  prize  pro- 
ceedings, and  directing  restitution,  before  adjudication         .  1 73,  et  scq. 

D. 

Damage^  by  collision 345 

by  unsuitable  berth 75 

by  embezzlement  and  cruelty 41,  and  358,859 

Droits  of  Admiralty y  captures  by  boats  manned  as  tenders  by  ships  of 

war,  but  without  authority  from  the  admiralty  46 

distinction  taken,  as  to  the  practice  in  the  West 

Indies 51 

overruled  by  the  Lords 282,  note 

captures  at  St.  Helena  .  .        325 


N 


E. 

East  India  Company ,  charter  violated  by  engagements  of  British  mer- 
chants, as  sub-contractors,  in  a  foreign  adven- 
ture beyond  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope     .  31,  32 

Embargo,  hostile  ab  initio,  according  to  subsequent  events        ....        246 

Embezzlement.    (See  Damage.) 

F. 

Farther  proof,  double  correspondence,  when  required 231 

Flag  share.    (See  Admiral.) 

Flag  and  pass,  of  the  enemy,  conclusive  as  to  the  character  of  the  ship       .  6 

bar  to  the  claim  of  an  asserted  neutral  proprietor    ...  6 

not  so  as  to  the  cargo,  though  claimed  for  the  same  person  .        5,  note 
British  ship  so  employed,  condemned       .        .        Appendix,  Part  IL 
Free  ships,  free  goods,  qucere,  as  to  blockaded  property,  though  before 

knowledge  of  blockade  on  the  part  of  the  ship     .        .         53 
Freight,  not  concluded  against  the  captor,  as  to  amount,  by  the  terms 

of  the  charter-party .     5,  etuq» 

decreed  to  captors,  in  right  of  a  prize  ship  condemned        ...  71 

principle  to  be  looked  for,  in  the  specific  performance  of  the 

charter-party 71,72 

exception,  in  favor  of  a  destination  virtijally  completed         ...      74 

I. 

Instructions,  respecting  trade  to  the  colonies  of  the  enemy,  24th  June, 

1803 Appendix,  Part  L 

for  protection  of  com  going  to  Spain '      ib. 

Interest,  upon  interest,  on  an  account  made  up,  but  suspended  by 

appeal 145 

against  agents.  Lords 147 

prohibition  refused 147,  note 


INDEX. 
J. 

Wnt  ciipfuTf,  joint  chasing  not  necessary  to  be  pleaded  by  king's  ships 

presumption,  unless  rebutted 

being  in  sight,  not  sufHciently  proved  by  witnesses  on 

board  the  claiming  ship 

how  far  necessary  to  prove  "  seen  "  by  the  prize,  as  well 
as  by  the  actual  captor 1 

between  ships  becalmed  and  at  anchor,  in  the  case  of  a 
king's  ship 3^ 

claim  of  a  squadron  to  share  with  detached  ships,  re- 
jected      350j  €t8e{ 

distinctions,  from  conjunct  expedition,  and  agreement 

with  the  Austrian  army,  overruled ib. 

of  Trinidad,  and  ships  lying  there 92,  et  seq. 

times  of  capture  separate '93 

claim  of  ships  detached,  on  the  ground  of  collateral  ser- 
vice, not  sustained  in  fact 94 

on  the  ground  of  having  joined  again  previous  to  the 
capture,  not  proved,  as  to  the  ships  taken  and  de- 
stroyed        95 

as  to  the  island,  supported ib, 

time  of  surrender,  not  to  be  reckoned  from  the  moment 
of  the  first  overture 96 

qutrr€y  if,  from  the  formal  signature,  or  from  the  sub- 
stantial agreement  of  capitulation 96 

presence  proved,  as  to  both    ..*....  ib, 

K. 

ing'»  thip  is  not  authorized  to  dispossess  a  privateer,  being  the  actual 

captor 274 

nor  even  a  non-commissioned  captor 9 

musapprchcnsion  on  this  point  corrected 274 

inconvenient  consc(juences  of  such  a  practice 274 

L. 

r  of  manpiCj  proceedings  against  for  misconduct 9, 360 

vif,  to  Dutch  ships,  18iJl,  not  applicable  to  the  event  of  a  new 

war 26 

claim  on  behalf  of  the  Dutch  government  rejected     ....  ib, 

to  British  merchant  to  import  from  Holland 299 

will  not  enure  to  protect  a  ^hipmeut  made  by  him  in  person  in 

Holland,  as  Dutch  exporter 300 

to  import  in  a  neutral  ship  vitiated,  the  ship  1)eing  British       ...  14 

to  import  raw  materials,  will  not  comprehend  bee                .  141 
exception  as  to  tliis  claim,,  from  orders  prior  to  hostilities,  and 

want  of  opportunity  of  revocation 142 

M. 
(See  yaiional  Character.     Wages,) 
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N.  PaCi 

National  character,  of  a  country  ceded  by  treaty,  but  not  transferred, 

unaltered US 

of  New  Orleans,  till  actual  delivery,  Spanish  .        .118 

of  such  inhabitants  of  Demarara,  in  June,  1808,  as 
had  settled  there  during  the  late  British  pos- 
session      60 

benefit  of  the  intention  of  removal  allowed  to  them  .      66 

of  inhabitants,  not  settling  in  times  of  British  pos- 
session, Dutch ^^ 

farther  discussion  of  their  case        ....         233,  et  teq. 

distinction,  as  to  their  peace  character,  at  the  lime 
of  sailing  and  actual  seizure,, and  their  newly- 
acquired  British  character,  at  the  time  of  adjudi- 
cation, overruled id. 

averments  of  the  test  affidavit  not  conclusive  of 

character 245 

plea  o£  postUmniwn,  defeated  by  the  variance  of 
the  old  and  new  character 250 

of  British  merchant  forcibly  detsuned  in  Holland, 

but  giving  proof  of  intention  of  removal        ...        31 

of  Mr.  Ravie,  British  merchant,  exporting  from 

Holland ".        .       .   »9 

of  Mr.  Elmslie,  not  removed  from  the  Cape  of  Good 

Hope,  1804 27» 

of  Mr.  Lapierre,  native  Frenchman,  exporting  from 

St.  Domingo  to  France '* 

of  mariners  from  their  ship ' 

of  produce  of  the  claimant's  plantation  in  an  ene- 
my's colony,  decisive,  notwithstanding  the  neu- 
tral residence  of  the  claimant ^^ 


P. 

Part  oionersy  of  a  privateer,  responsible  in  solidum ^* 

release,  as  to  one,  will  not  exonerate  him *• 

Plantation y  produce  of,  belonging  to  the  claimant.     (See  National 

character.) " 

Possession,  accordinsj  to  the  lemil  title  of  the  bill  of  sale 1^ 

ACA 

Postliminium,  variance  of  the  original  and  acquired  character     .         .        .       .   v» 
Prize  Act,  sec.  39,  "  or  other  ship,  or  vessel,  or  boat,  under  his 

Majesty's  protection  and  obedience " 1** 

interpretation,  in  support  of  non-commissioned  recaptors' 

right  to  salvage      .        .        .        .        • 1^ 

restitution  on  salvage,  does  not  apply  to  property  confis- 
cated by  the  enemy  in  peace ^ 

Proclamation,  some  orders.     (See  Admiralty.) 


R. 
Registrar,  of  Martinique *^ 
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frar^  Coiitiiiiied«  Page 
ai  to  the  reflponsibility  of  the  principal  or  depaty  registrar, 

for  money  remitted  to  England.     (See  Particulars,)    ...  151 

vaij  granted  to  actual  captor 360 

oppontion,  on  the  part  of  a  joint  captor,  overruled  ....  ib. 

once,  by  an  enemy  master,  will  not  affect  a  neutral  cargo  ....  282 

by  persons  ignorant  of  a  state  of  hostilities,  not  penal    ...  35 

u/iMi,  by  the  crown,  before  adjudication,  p.  17.    (See  Crown,)  .                .  173 

S. 

^,  on  recapture  of  neutral  property,  not  generally  given        ...  59 

exceptions 59 

old  case  conndcrcd 54,  59 

on  recapture  of  a  vessel,  by  the  convoying  ship  .  .  *  .  .  818 
on  derelict,  finally  recovered ;  not,  defeated,  as  to  first  salvors, 

by  intermediate  sinking 323 

amount  of  salvage  not  limited  by  the  sum  entered  on  the 

warrant 323 

for  rescue  of  slave  ship  from  insurgent  slaves 101 

facts  not  proved ib, 

T. 

'fff ,  how  to  be  attached  to  king's  ships,  in  order  to  entitle  the 
king's    ships    to   the    benefit   of  their   captures.      (See 

DroiU.) 46,51,282 

itorsf,  ceded  by  treaty  but  not  surrendered,  unchanged  .        113 
violation  of,  at   St.  MichaePs,  as  contradicted  by  the  evi- 
dence in  preparatory,  not  sustained .18 

at  the  mouth  of  the  ^lississippi,  proved 373,  e/  ieq, 

restitution,  on  the  claim  of  the  American  government,  with 

costs  and  damages 385 

U  with  the  enemy f  obligation  to  counter-order,  on  first  knowledge 

of  hostilities 256 

not  enforced  in  consequence  of  the  failuro  of 
the  fact,  by  change  of  character,  previous  to 

arrival 254 

tjff  parti  executed,  parts  executory 68 

not  aficcted,  in  the  view  of  the  court,  by  non-performance  of 

those  executory ib 

Amiens,  as  to  persons  ceded 61 

Idelpbonso,  for  ce.«ion  of  territory'  in  time  of  war 113 

Russian.     (See  Contraband,) 305,  et  seq, 

Swedish.     (See  Contraband,) 152,215 

expenses  of  bringing  in  for  preemption,  not  falling  on  the 
captor    .     * 154 

U. 

vtnff  ezpentef  od  the  captors  to  be  afterwards  apportioned  on 

the  caigo  S^i  ^ 
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W.  Fkge 

Wages,  to  the  crew  of  prize  ships,  not  granted 9 

shares  in  fishing  voyages  so  considered,  and  nQ.t  as  ordinary 

private  adventures 9 

forieited  by  desertion,  before  arrival  in  port 227 

the  number  not  considered  as  the  port  of  Hull,  for  this 

purpose i. 

Witness f  incompetent  from  legal  interest          .        .- 344 

not  from  opinion  of  interest,  or  expectation  of  bounty  .                .       .  344 
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Alert,  note 

Anna  Catharina,  Laurel 
Atalanta,  Klein    . 
Benjamin  Franklin,  ^Mcks 
Carolina,  Verhage 
Caroline,  Doah 
Charlotte,  note    . 
Charlotte  Christine,  Petersen 
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CoNSTANTiA,  Ilolbeck 

Dorothy  Foster,  Sowden 
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£en draught,  note 

Eleanor,  Ilol)ert8on 

Eleonoka,  Whilelmina,  Ziumer- 

man 
Eliza  and  Katy,  Claa^jiby 

EsfANl'EL,  uott: 

Falcon,  Atkins 

Famii.ien,  uote 

Flora,  Baptista 

Flora,  Klein 

Franklin,  Dana 

Frau  M a R<i ARETHA,  Stnicr 

Frederick  and  Maky,  Andriesen 

Fsiendshii',  Colbrd 

Gage,  Mitchell 

General  Hamilton,  Flinn 

GUTE  ER\VAKTrN(f,  (iav 

IIaadkt,  (licrt^n 
IIknrk*  and  ^Iaria,  Baar,  note 
HoFFNi'NG,  Hardrath 
IIOFFMNlf,  lUsk     . 
HoFKNTN*;,  tSchmidt 
Hope,  .Kmics 
Horatio.  Nel«on    . 
HrNTiiEss.  Stinson 
Johanna  Tholkn,  Osterlo 
L' A  I.  K  i:  T  K ,  1  K'uiav 
L*Amitii:,  Villenouve 
La  Dame  Tecile,  liarrett 
L*E4»lk,  Bo^seau 
La  Flora,  Klein    . 
Lamoton.  note 

LlEFDE  AND  JaCOBINE,  CfOCS 
LlAKTTfi,  Steg 


Pago 
410 
10 
440 
350 
336 
461 
386 
101 
204 
376 

62 
358 

67 
363 
321 
461 

88 
250 
358 

39 

331 
1«5 
410 
194 
410 
360 
1 
127 

92 
213 
420 
273 

61 
18*2 

54 
13S 

3S3 
23 1 
112 
463 
320 
104 
72 
238 
261 
257 
220 
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275 

I>3 

387 
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Page 
Louisa,  Pike,  note  .  .227 

Maria,  Monsees  .  .    201 

Maria  Powlowna,  Hcmmcs  .  286 
Marie  Francoise,  Le  Bourch  •  282 
Marianna,  Posadillo  .  .      24 

Mars,  Murfey         .  .79 

Minerva,  Knuttell  .  .    396 

Nelson,  Main  .  .  .    227 

Neptunus,  Baobman  .  .    403 

Neutralitet,  Zerverver  .      30 

Nostra    Siunora    del  Carmek, 

otherwise  Le  Metis        .  .    302 

Nostra  Signora  del  Coro,  Alc- 

randro  ....  309 
Nostra  Signora  de  Piedade  No- 
va Aurora,  Coelho  .  .  41 
Nostra  Signora  de  Rosario,  note  360 
Nova  Unias,  note  .  .  .  360 
Omnihus,  Tennes  .  .  .71 
Orozkmiio,  Brewster  .  .  430 
Portsmouth,  notf  .  .317 
Principe  de  la  Paix,  note  .  109 
Principe  Kkgente  .  .  360 
Pkintz  IIenrick  von  Preussen, 

Sephes      .  .  .  .95 

PuuissiMA  Conception,  Ancrcs  .  46 
Uandeks  Kvk,  uote  .  .     382 

UAN<iER,  Smith        .  .125 

Recovery,  Webb  .    341 

Kendsiier(},  NvlH*rjr  .  .     142 

Uksolution,  sLipIeigh      *  .       IS 

Holla,  Coflin  .  .    364 

UoMKo,  Corran        .  .  .351 

San  Jose,  IV  Sota  .  .244 

San  Joskpii,  Argois  .  .     331 

SciiooNK  Sophie,  Arians  138,  251 

Sciiuyts,  Several  Dutch  .      48 

Sansom,  Stevens     .  .  .410 

Susan  .  .  .  .461 

Susannah,  Smith  .  .      48 

TuKNDE  Sostre,  Misscn    .  .    39o 

Tkiiietkn,  WalU'n  .  .       65 

TuTKLA,  Ucinstnxk  .  .177 

Twende  Wknner,  note      .  .329 

Vanuuard,  Pi  nee  .  •     2'.»7 

Venus,  La<$en         .  .  .    235 

Vigilantia,  Uovnaert        .  .122 

Vkiendsciiap.  llans<>n       .  .       3K 

Vnow  Anna  Catharina,  &L'ihtts     269 

AVaCKSAMKEIT,  nott'  .  .376 

Washington,  Willuimson  .     275 

William,  llaMie  .  .    316 

Zelden  Bust,  Roscnna     . 
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Abby 

Angclique 

Benton  v.  Brink 

Betsey 

Bobtlink  v.  Inglisb 

Caroline,  Nordquist 

Catharina,  Johanna 

Christina  Charlotta 

Constant's,  Mr.,  Case 

Constitution,  Tate 

Dange 

Diana,  Runko  . 

Edward,  Bartlet 

Eendraught 

Emanuel 

Enterprise 

Etrusco     . 

Felicito     . 

Frau  Margaretlia 

Frederick,  Molkc 

Friendship 

Glierktigheit     . 

Glucklike,  Peter 

Goede  Perlo 
Good  Ilope 
Guieu  against  Linchou 
Hamilton,  Rodman 
Ilenric  and  Maria 
Hercule    . 
UofTnung 
Hope,  Ferrier  . 
Indian  Chief     . 
John  and  Jane 
Jongo  Frcdericus 
Jonge  Jan 
Jongo  Lambert 
JoDgo  Margarotha 


Page 
387,  892 
.  289 
.  139 
.  104 
.  325 
420,  434 
.     42 
.  183 
.  870 
.  455 
.  239 
.  270 
.     76 
262,  358 
.     76 
.  347 
.  347 
.  399 
.     94 
.  376 
.  432 
.     58 
.  139 
.     76 
.  376 
.  329 
.  233 
47,  196,  370 
.     39 
.     76 
.  456 
.  288 
.  273 
.  376 
.  139 
.  106 
.     92 


Kensington  v.  English 

L'Hercule,  Demay 

La  Provencale 

Lisette 

Louisa,  Pike 

Louisa,  Albertina 

Lumley  r.  Sutton 

Martha,  Martin 

Martha  van  Comminga 

Mercurius 

Nieuve  Vriendschap,  Knuttel 

Nostra  Signora  de  Cabadonga 

Parkman  against  Allen 

Pamther 

Perie 


Pierre  Joseph 

Potsdam    . 

Princessa 

Prosperite 

Real  Duque 

Rebecca    . 

Rebecca,  Thompson 

Rosalie  and  Betty 

Saint  Jean 

Saint  Peter 

Sally,  Griffiths 

Scott  against  Schwartz 

Sechs,  Greschwistem 

Trende  Sostre  . 

Veranderen 

Vriendschap 

Wells  against  Williams 

Wemys  against  Linzee 

Wilson  against  Marriott  334, 341 

Woodgate  against  Enatchbull 

Young  Jan,  Bloch     . 

Zephyr     .... 


Page 
.    70 

288,241 
.  828 
.  457 
.  287 
.  18 
.  807 
.  288 
.  251 
.  288 
.  899 

305,808 
.  882 
.  289 
.  76 
.  76 
.  125 
.  289 
.  76 
.  223 
.  252 
.  283 

80,886 
.  828 


.  76 
.  456 
.  334 
.  68 
.  457 
.  76 
.  42 
.  70 
306,  808 
,  848, 846 
.  167 
.  42 
.  861 


CASES  REPORTED  IN  THESE  VOLUMES, 


AND  SINCE  HEARD  ON  APPEAL. 


(Before  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  Appeal  in  Prize  Causes.) 


ITHARIXA,  Wupper, 
nith, 
Morphj, 
Good  Hope, 
[A,  Weeks, 
KOR,  Tate, 
S  Bartlct, 
,  Frontier, 
,  Meyer, 

)cRX8TORFF,  Belmcr, 
,  Vette, 
T,  Bool, 

Be  Maria,  Baar, 
ITE,  Fish, 
EVralscn, 
Joy, 

Knadson,  as  to  the  cargo, 
— ,  as  to  the  restitution  of  the 
Tushing, 

:raxce,  Sneydan, 
:rg,  Nyberg, 


ship 


k  Betty,' 
issey, 
nna  Catiiarina,  Maht^. 


16th  November,  1805 
Gth  May,  1802 
22d  June,  1799 
24th  May,  1802 
12th  August,  1801   . 
29th  ^larch',  1803     . 
24th  November,  1804 
27th  March,  1802    . 
10th  February,  1800 
23d  April,  1803 
16th  August,  1803   . 
nth  July,  1803 
7th  August,  1807     . 
9th  July,  1803 
2d  July,  1802 
17th  December,  1802 
5th  April,  1803 

29th  March,  1804  . 
lOth  August,  1803  . 
nth  August,  1803  . 
7th  February,  1808. 
6th  May,  1802 
19th  ^larch,  1803  . 
15th  December,  1805 


Affirmed. 
Affirmed* 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Reversed. 
Affirmed. 
Aflirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
^Vffirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


(Before  the  Judges  Delegate  in  Causes  Civil  and  Maritime.) 


*atucart,  Gillespie, 
E  Cecile,  Barret, 
f ,  Beckfoid, 


1st  July,  1800 
21st  July,  1808 
24th  November,  1801 


Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


Bed  in  principle  by  The  Rosalie  and  Betty,  Roper,  6th  May,  1802,  in  which 
of  Appeal  held,  that  the  carrying  outwards,  with  false  papers,  would  affect  the 
CMfO  with  condemnation. 


A  LIST  OF  CASES  OF  BLOCKADE,  HEARD   ON  A 

PEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 


Namefl  of  Cases. 

Cases  reported. 

Blockade. 

Affinned. 

Adonis,  Gottschalk     . 

Vol.  V.  page  256. 

Havre 

21  July,  1807. 

iEolus,  Zubecke 

19  June,  1807. 

America,  Burger 
Frederic,  Graham 

Texel 

8  June,  1807. 

Havre 

11  July,  1807. 

Genet,  Barrett 

Texel 

24  June,  1807. 

Gute  Erwartung,  Gay 

Vol.  VI.  page 

Havre 

7  August,  1807. 

Henric  &  Maria,  Gausscl    . 

Havre 

11  July,  1807. 

Jacob  Zacliarias,  7  i^^^i^ 
&  Tre  Sostre,  j  ^^^^     ' 

Texel 

15  June,  1807. 

Jonge,  Neletta    . 

Abandoned. 

Irene,  Lubben 

VoL  VI.  page  76. 

Elbe 

21  July  &  4th  Aug.  180r. 

Maria  Mar^retha,  Hagguist 
Neptunus,  £wast 

Havre 
Do. 

21  July,  1807. 
Do.           Do. 

Neptunofl,  Hanses 

Texel 

24  June,  1807. 

Kra  Sra  Del  Buen,  Viage  . 

Dieppe 
Texel 

Agreed. 

Ocean,  Parker 

Vol.  111.  page  297. 

24  June,  1807. 

Piitrioten,  Wolff 

Do. 

2  June,  1807. 

Posten,  Hyll   . 

Do. 

19  June  1807. 

Spes,  Cornelis    . 

Vol.  V.  page  76. 

Elbe 

21  July  &  4th  Aug.  1807. 

Stadt  Copenhagen,  Freckes 

Texel 

24  July,  1807. 

Vigilantie,  Haryers    . 

Weser 

4  August,  1807. 

Unverhoft,  Cornelis    . 

Do. 

24  June,  1807. 

The  following  cases  were  appealed  on  questions  of  blockade,  but  were  condemn^ 
on  the  17th  July,  1806,  as  enemies'  property,  on  the  breaking  out  of  Prussanlx* 
tilitics. 

July  17th,  1806. 


/Eolus,  Schmidt, 
^olus,  Zubecke. 
Calypso,^  Schultz. 
Harmina,  Muir. 
Huismanus,  Welvaett. 
Neptunus,  Veen. 


Oadcste  Wilhelm,  Runhut 
Triton,  Boehm. 
Twee  Gebroeders,  Alberts. 
Twee  Gebroeders,  Gerdcs. 
Twee  Gebroders,  Wybrcs. 
Vrcden,  OrdL 


^  2  Adm.  Rep.  p.  298. 


The  tables  of  dates  of  hostilities,  blockades,  &a,  inserted  in  the 
fcnner  volnmes  of  these  reports,  have  not  been  retained  in  this 
^damtf  as  the  several  notifications  of  that  kind,  which  have  issued 
iom  the  commencement  of  the  war  in  1803,  have  been  collected,  and 
pridished  separately. 

For  the  same  reason  the  orders  of  council,  referred  to  in  this 
^QiDf,  have  not  been  printed  entire ;  as  they  also  may  be  found  in 
ibt  collection. 


[ 


REPORTS  OF  CASES 


DETEUXINED    IX    TUE 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY 


La  Flora,  Klein. 

March  14,  1805. 

hRrai;nn-  a«  to  the  n'-ititutiun  of  Spanish  wool,  September,  1803,  on  claim  of  consignee. 

Far.  of  ron«i;n"n<^nt  dinn-t.    Nut  proved.     IJlteriOr  consi^ment  not  sufficient. 
[CliLUi  in  oppo»ition  to  the  8hip*s  pa|>crs,  when  admissible.]  ^ 

Tnii  WQ!*  a  case  ari:4ing  on  a  claim  for  a  cargo  of  Spanish  wool, 
given  by  Mr.  Lewi.-',  of  London,  under  the  instructions,  4th  of  Sep- 

*  The  ship's  papers  expressed  a  destination  to  Embden  ;    [*2] 
•n<l  the  master,  and  other  witnesses  examined  in  prcpara- 
torj.  describe  J  the  voyage  to  have  been  to  Embden. 

Ofi  ihf*  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kififf^s  Advocate  and  Robinson 
irr.i'J — That  the  instructions  under  which  the  claim  was  given 
i^jiiired  an  actual  destination  to  this  kingdom  ;  that  the  only  desti- 
nation which  was  to  be  collected  from  the  original  evidence,  was  to 


•  "T:,*'  rrlnro'sa,  2  (*.  }uAk  40.  Post^  index,  title,  CLiim,  twtt.'] 
'  Will  n-a*.  Wfluivo  thon^lit  it  ('XiK.*dicnt  to  pruti'ct  from  capture  and  condemnation, 
^■J.  V..-  ;:rr««tli  an«l  pnxluctiun  of  Sjiain,  lad*"n  on  boanl  shi|>!*  belonginjj  to  any  stale 
%aA.:v  -aiih  u*,  aii<l  rouun;r  (*onsi;;ni'il  to  anv  mendiant  of  our  united  kin;nIoui,  the 
^B£*ii.i.T^  tit*  our  slupd  of  war  and  privateers  are  hereby  nMjuircd  and  enjoined  not 
*.  'i'U::i  i»r  uio!e*t  anv  ve«s4*ls  belonmns  to  anv  stito  in  auiitv  with  as  on  account  of 
^^  '''X\\n-*  on  brjani  any  w»x»l,  the  ;jjrowth  and  jiroduelion  of  Spain,  and  coming;  con- 
^i^v-1  Ui  any  mrndiant  of  our  united  kin[;doni ;  and  in  ease  any  such  wool,  so  laden 
M  «H.*i^ird.  nball  tie  brought  for  adjudication  lietbre  any  of  our  Courts  of  Admi- 
<^S5.  «fr  henrbr  dinxrt  that  the  xime  shall  Ik:  f«)rthwith  liU'rated,  ui>on  a  eLiim  being 
P^n  f„r  it  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  mercliant  to  whom  it  is  consigned,  notwithstanding 
^  "liMiDg  hostiUtiei,  or  any  otlier  hostilities  which  may  take  place. 

▼OL  VI.  1 


CASES  DETERMINED  IN  THE 


La  Flora.    6  C.  Kob. 


Embden  ;  and  if  any  other  was  now  averred,  it  was  contradicted  bj 
the  papers  and  the  depositions,  and  that  it  could  not  be  set  up  in 
opposition  to  all  the  preparatory  evidence. 

In  support  of  the  claim,  Laurence  argued  —  That  it  was  not 
necessary  to  give  any  description  of  goods  claimed  under  these 
instructions  ;  that  it  was  sufficient,  if  they  were  consigned  to  a  Bri- 
tish merchant ;  that  the  goods  were  actually  consigned  to  this  coun- 
try though  the  clearance  was  made  out  for  Embden,  and  the  neutral 
master  seems  to  have  thought  himself  bound  to  support  the  repre- 
sentation given  in  his  papers.  It  was  prayed  that  the  court  would 
not  hold  this  claim  concluded  by  the  ostensible  description  in  the  ori- 
ginal evidence,  but  that  it  would  permit  other  proof  of  the  actual 
consignment  to  be  supplied  from  the  correspondence  of  the  shippers. 

[  *  3  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     The  crown,  looking  to  the  necessities  of 
British  commerce,  has  issued  instructions  that  wool,  coming  from 
Spain,  and  consigned  to  merchants  of  this  country,  should  be  restored 
on  the  claim  of  the  consignee,  and  not  only  restored,  but  forthwith 
restored,  intimating  by  that  term  a  desire  that  as  little  interruption 
as  possible  should  be  given  to  the  importation  of  articles  of  this  kind 
It  has  been  contended  on  the  part  of  the  captors,  to  be  an  inflexible 
rule  that  no  claim  shall  be  admitted  in  opposition  to  the  depositions 
and  the  ship's  papers.     It  is  a  general  rule,  undoubtedly,  but  not 
without  exception.     In  the  Curacoa  cases,  the  property  was  described 
to  belong  to  merchants  in  Holland,  by  the  deposition  of  the  master, 
as  well  as  in  the  ship's  papers ;  yet,  on  proof  being  made  that  the 
real  interest  belonged  to  persons  in  Switzerland,  and  that  it  was  going 
under  a  general  course  of  trade,  for  their  actual  account  and  risk,      j 
though  documented  in  Dutch  names,  claims  were  admitted  on  behalf 
of  the  Swiss  proprietors,  and  that  property  was  finally  restored.    It 
is  not,  therefore,  an  inflexible  rule  as  to  property.     Then  how  is  it  as     J 
to  destination?     It  is  admitted  by  the  captors  that  the  papers  most     u 
be  simulated,  since  no  clearance  would  be  allowed  to  the  porta  of 
an  enemy.     The  question  would  come  to  this,  then.  Whether  the 
mere  circumstance  of  a  master  adhering  to  his  papers,  under  what 
may  be  considered  as  a  kind  of  ship  morality,  should  exclude  the 
claim  of  British  merchants,  who  are  in  fact  the  consignees?     I  think 
that  would  be  to  attribute  too  much  to  his  evidence.     I  shall  permit 
this  claim  to  be  verified ;  and  that  as  little  time  as  possible  may  be 
lost,  in  similar  cases,  I  shall  direct  that  the  bills  of  lading 

[  •  4  ]   •  and  the  verification  may  in  future  be  annexed^  in  the  fiwt 


HIGH   COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 
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instance,  to  claims  given  under  these  instructions.  It  may  not  be 
improper  to  observe,  however,  that  merchants  engaged  in  this  trade 
mu:«t  take  care  to  give  their  masters  explicit  instructions  as  to 
the  conduct  which  they  ought  to  pursue  on  being  brought  in;  that 
they  should  disclose  the  truth,  without  reserve  or  apprehension; 
bcH!ause,  although  this  case,  arising  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  war, 
may  be  entitled  to  some  indulgence,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  court 
will  think  it  equally  proper  to  continue  the  same  indulgence  in  all 
fatnre  cases. 

On  the  20th  March,  this  case  came  on  again  upon  proof  of  the 
actual  ^on^(ignment,  to  be  extracted  from  the  correspondence  of  the 
Spanish  shippers.^ 


•  The  following  extracts  will  explain  the  onibarrassmcnt  of  the  Spanish  shippers, 
ftnd  the  nature  of  the  obscurity  in  which  the  transaction  first  presented  itself:  — 

l>!$(h  December,  l«04.  "We  have  onlv  time  to  confirm  to  voii  our  last,  of  the  13th 
insfaint,  whereof  a  copy  accompanies  this,  and  to  inform  you  that,  in  consequence  of 
the  tltfclamtion  of  war  Iwlwccn  the  two  powers,  we  s^hall  Ih»  under  the  necessity  of 
alttrrin;;  the  destination  of  Captains  K.  liascman  and  Olfcrt  Olfcrts  Klein,  who  will  be 
doi'umenttNl  a;*  if  thoy  were  iMjund  to  F^ml)tleii,  to  the  consignment  and  for  account  and 
ii»k  of  Mr.  I-/juis  Scth**,  hut  tlieir  real  destination  will  be  to  your  pla<'C,  to  your  con- 
si;;nment,  whieh  vou  will  eouunnnicate  to  the  underwriters  of  our  wools.** 

titli  January,  180.").  *•  Tin*  measures  adopted  by  this  government,  in  consecpience  of 
the*  (loelaration  of  war  with  vour  island,  ami  the  existing;  state  of  the  commence  in  this 
province,  which  has  plunged  the  mercliants  into  the  greatc>t«li!<tre>s,  prevent  the  trans- 
aclioDS  of  buMuess  with  that  confidence  which  took  place  during  other  wars,  and  which, 
in  the  pre4«-nt  case,  de[irive  us  of  the  means  hitherto  n*«orted  to  for  the  ex]K>rtation  of 
woo!#.  The  jroveniiiient,  whieh  ha"*  n'eently  ]>rohibited  all  din^ct  and  indirect  com- 
inert*e  with  your  kingclom,  and  the  vigilaixre  of  the  nn'al  judge  invested  with  the  exe- 
tioo  ol'  sueh  onler,  involves  us  in  the  greatest  confusion  as  to  the  destination  of  Cap- 
tain Olfert  OUerts  Klein,  ot'  the  PrusMan  vosel  Flora. 

••  Wtf  charieri'd  this  veS'Sel  un«ler  a  colorable  (h'stiiiation  for  Kudnlcn,  but  actually 
fi>r  S.i!ithampton,  agn'calile  t-i  the  constant  practii'p,  the  separate  obligations  which  the 
cmptaiiK  were  in  the  habit  of  contracting,  constituting  the  seeurity  of  real  destination, 
but  mhiL-h  it  wa<(  not  prudent  to  demand  under  the  presi'iit  rigorous  circumstances,  and 
vfai^-h  wouhl  inevitably  ex|H)se  us  to  danger. 

""This  fxtreme  ine(>n>enien«'e  has  induced  us  to  depart  from  the  system  adopted  in 
oiImt  times,  being  nbligrd  to  leave  to  the  courtesy  and  will  of  the  captain  the  perform- 
an^-v  of  the  original  .simulated  airrcightment,  or  the  pcrfonnance  of  the  one  appearing 
br  tb<?  ship's  p;i]>ers. 

'•  Impressed  with  apprehension  of  such  conserpicnce,  we  told  Captain  Klein  we  were 
BuMe  to  furnish  him  with  any  other  instruetions,  in  the  conse«pten(*e  of  existing 
eirvnmsianees,  than  those  of  pro"eeding  to  his  actu.'d  destination  of  Kuilxlcii.  but 
that  he  knew  his  primitive  obligation,  and  that,  in  the  event  of  his  putting  into  any 
of  iht»  porlj*  of  your  island,  he  >lioiilil  ad\i'«e  you.  Our  language  on  takinj;  h-ave  uf 
Captain  Klein,  and  he  hiiust*lf  liM-ling  the  rigor  with  which  he  was  tri*ated,  impre^sod 
■pun  the  said  captain  the  motivci  whieh  compelled  us  to  explain  ourselves  in  that  tunc, 
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[  *  5  ]  *  On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  contended  — 
That  the  expressions  in  these  letters  showed  in  a  very  strong 

[  *  6  ]  *  light  the  constraint  under  which  the  parties  acted ;  that  it 
was  evidently  the  intention  and  the  original  design  of  the 
voyage  that  the  destination  should  be  to  this  country ;  but,  even  if  it 
could  be  supposed  that  the  vessel  would  have  gone,  under  any  mis- 
apprehension of  the  master,  to  Embden,  in  the  first  instance,  the  effect 
of  the  actual  consignment  to  this  country  would  not  be  defeated, 
since  it  was  in  evidence,  also,  that  the  shipper  had  given  orders  for 
the  wool  to  be  sent  forward,  on  such  a  contingency,  by  an  ulterior 
consignment  to  the  persons  claiming  as  consignees  under  the  instruc- 
tions; that  the  effect  of  an  ulterior  consignment  had  been,  in  many 
instances,  especially  in  colonial  cases,  held  to  be  the  same  as  an  ori- 
ginal consignment,  and  that  the  parties  were  entitled  to  the  equity  of 
the  same  construction  in  the  present  case. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Bx)bin8on,  The 
destination  and  consignment  to  which  the  instructions  allude,  moat 
be  a  precise  and  actual  consignment,  and  capable  of  being  substan- 
tiated in  proof.  It  is  scarcely  possible  to  suppose  a  case  of  this  kind, 
that  ought  not  to  be  supported  in  one  of  these  modes,  either  by  the 
ordinary  formal  evidence,  or,  if  tliat  is  prevented,  by  some  proof  of 
secret  agreement  between  the  shipper  and  the  master,  which  would 
lay  the  master  under  an  obligation  to  come  to  this  country,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  ostensible  destination  expressed  in  his  ship's  papers.  If 
such  a  contract  had  been  shown,  although  the  master  had  departed 
from  it,  it  might  be  sufficient  to  establish  an  actual  consignment  in 

law,  which  should  not  be  defeated  by  any  act  of  deviation 
[  *  7  ]  on  the  part  of  the  *  master.     But  in  this  case,  as  it  is  now 

disclosed,  the  charter-party  was  made  for  a  voyage  to  Emb- 
den. The  intention  of  the  shipper  is  left  on  that  ground.  The  master 
was  under  no  obligation  to  come  to  this  country,  and  he  has  declared 
in  his  deposition,  "  that  he  had  no  such  intention,  but  that  he  was 
bound  to  Embden,"  and  such  seems  to  have  been  the  apprehension  of 
the  shipper  himself.     If  the  original  destination  cannot  be  supported 


without  IcavinfT  him  ignorant  that  our  intentions  were  that  he  should  put  in  at  one  of 
your  ports.  Wc  know  not  whether  this  captain  will  perform  his  engagement  or  not,ai 
a  man  of  honor,  although  it  is  to  be  apprehended  that  he  will  proceed  direct  to  Emb- 
den, seeing  himself  without  any  signed  obligation  to  the  contrary  ;  and  should  the 
same  happen,  wc  have  this  day  written  to  Mr.  Louis  Sethe,  in  order  that  he  may  imme" 
diately,  on  the  receipt  of  the  two  hundred  and  thirty-six  bags  on  board  the  vend 
under  the  command  of  Captain  Klein,  forward  them  to  you  under  hb  neutralitj,  avail- 
ing himself  of  the  first  vessel  he  may  wish  to  carry  them." 
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in  point  of  fact,  as  little  can  it  be  maintained  in   point  of  law,  that  a 
consignment  to  this  country  by  ulterior  destination,  after  the  goods  had 
been  imported  into  Embden,  would  be  protected  under  the  terms  of 
the  instructions.     As  an  order  of  council,  relaxing  for  certain  purposes 
the  ordinary  rule  of  law, it  must  be  strictly  taken,  and  with  great  sim- 
plicity, as  to  its  obvious  sense.     When  that  is  satisfied,  it  is  not  to  be 
extended  farther  to  comprehend  cases  that  can  only  be  brought  within 
the  terms  by  the  help  of  remote  inference,  and  a  greater  latitude  of 
interpretation.     It  would  be  suflicient  to  refute  this  mode  of  construc- 
tion, to  suggest  that  the  grant  could  not  be  carried  into  efiect,  with- 
out supposing  a  previous  inquiry  into  the  state  of  our  navigation 
laws,  since  it  is  an  obvious  objection  to  ulterior  destination  generally, 
that  by  the  very  outline  of  our  navigation  laws,  goods  are  in  many 
instances  inadmissible  in  that  course  when  the  direct  importation 
would  be  allowed.     It  is  now  said  that  the  prohibition  as  to  this  arti- 
cle, arising  from  the  Navigation  Act,  was  relaxed  by  a  statute  almost 
immediately  preceding  these  instructions,  (August,  1S03.)     But  the 
possibility  of  such  an  investigation  being  necessary  to  establish  the 
legality  of  the  ulterior  destination  in  each  particular  case,  ailbrds  a 
presumption,  that  it  could  not  be  the  intention  of  thn  order 
to  impose  "thatdilliculty  on  the  court,  and  to  identify  and    [  "  8  ] 
confound  things  so  ditrerent,  as  a  direct  and  circuitous  desti- 
nation of  Spanish  wool  from  Spain  to  this  country.     The  argument 
derived  by  analogy  from  colonial  cases,  will  not  support  such  a  con- 
struction.    In  tho^e  cases  the  rule,  as  to  ulterior  destination,  has  been 
adopted  only  as  a  check  upon  schemes  of  fraudulent  destination,  that 
have  Ih'cu  concealed  untler  lh(»  j)retence  of  an  immediate  destination 
to  a  neutral  port.     Kven  in  those  cases  it  has  been  varied  and  modi- 
fied by  slight  circumstances,  as  by  an  actual  intermixture  with  the 
commerce  of  the  intervening  port,  even  when  the  capture  took   place 
on  the  ulterior  part  of  the  voyage.     This  is  a  case  only  of  a  designed 
and  probable  ulterior  destination  at  most.     In  such  a  case  the  rule, 
as  applied  in  the  colonial  cases,  would  scarcely  reach  to  identify  such 
a  purpose  with  the  actual  destination,  without  some  evidence  of  fraud 
apfK'aring  in  the  former  stages  of  the  transaction.     Would  the  r'H'ect 
be  necessarily  the  same,  so  as  to  induce  d  hrVwf  that  both   modes  of 
consignment  must  have  been  viewed  in  the   same  light  i     I'iVidently 
not.     As  long  as  the  destination  is  required  to  be  direct  to  this  coun- 
try, and  is  left  to  be   substantiated  by  the  evidence  of  the  master,  a 
gaard  ia  provided  against  abusing  this  relaxation,  to  supply  the  manu- 
factures of  France  or  Holland.     The  interest  of  the  master  as  to  his 
freight  affords  a  control  over  his  conduct ;  but  if  the  goods  arc  to  be 
allowed  to  go  first  to  Embden,  such  an  ostensible  purpose  would 
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afford  them  a  passage  to  that  port,  without  molestation,  and  they 
might  then  be  sent  on  afterwards  in  perfect  security  for  the  supply  of 
the  manufactures  of  the  enemy. 

[  *  9  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.    The  intervention  of  hostilities  has  thrown 
upon  the  parties,  and  upon  the  court  which  has  to  decide  questions 
of  this  nature,  considerable  difficulties.     It  is  impossible  not  to  fed 
the  importance  of  encouraging  the  importation  of  Spanish  wool,  for 
the  supply  of  our  manufactures.     At  the  same  time  that  encourage- 
ment cannot  properly  be  given  by  erroneous  judgments  here,  it  must 
be  derived  from  prospective  regulations  elsewhere,  and  from  a  higher 
authority.     The  order  of  council  directs  the  restitution  of  Spanish 
wool,  "  consigned  to  this  country."     But  the  fact  now  turns  out  to  be, 
that  this  cargo  was  consigned  to  Embden,  not  only  ostensibly,  but 
according  to  the  private  understanding  of  the  shippers,  who  say,  "  that 
they  had  given  instructions  to  persons  there  to  receive  the  cargo,  if  it 
should  actually  arrive  at  Embden."     The  master  also  says  absolutely 
"  that  he  should  have  gone  to  Embden  ; "  and  unless  I  could  hold  to 
the  extent  contended  in  argument,  that  a  circuitous  ulterior  destina* 
tion  to  this  country,  either  in  the  same  ship,  or  in  other  ships,  is  to  be 
considered  in  law  as  one  identical  consignment,  I  fear  it  is  out  of  my 
power  to  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  order  of  council 
How  far  it  may  be  proper  to  allow  farther  relaxation,  or  what  consji- 
derations  may  interfere  with  such  an  extension  of  the  indulgence,  h 
a  question  of  policy,  which  it  may  not  be  very  easy  to  decide  imme- 
diately, and  which  it  would  not  become  this  court  to  decide,  or  even 
entertain  in  the  first  instance.     One  consequence  of  such  an  exten- 
sion may  be  easily  foreseen,  that  if  such  a  circuitous  voyage  was  to 

be  allowed,  Spanish  wools  might  with  great  security  find 
[  •  10  ]  •  their  way  into  France  and  Holland,  for  the  supply  of  the 

manufactures  of  those  countries.  I  cannot  but  think,  there- 
fore, that  government  would  pause  in  sanctioning  such  an  interpreta- 
tion, till  it  had  maturely  weighed  all  the  consequences  that  might  be 
expected  to  result  from  it.  It  is  my  duty,  however,  to  consider  only, 
whether  the  words  of  the  otder  can  be  supposed  to  embrace  such  a 
case,  and  my  opinion  is,  that  they  cannot.  There  is,  I  think,  some 
force  in  the  argument  which  has  been  drawn  from  the  ordinary  bea^ 
ing  of  the  navigation  laws.  An  act  of  relaxation  has,  I  know,  passed 
for  the  importation  of  certain  articles  of  Spanish  produce  from  other 
ports,  but  whether  wool  is  so  admitted,  I  cannot  immediately  take 
upon  myself  to  determine.  Looking  to  the  whole  circumstances  of 
this  case,  I  am  induced  to  consider  it  as  one  which  has  not  yet  met 


i 


HIGH    COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  11 


The  AnDa  Catbarina.    6  C  Bob. 


the  attention  of  government,  and  which  does  not  come  under  the  order 
of  council.  Under  that  view  I  feel  myself  bound  to  reject  this  claim. 
[Specific  claims  were  afterwards  given  for  the  principal  part  of  this 
shipment,  for  Mr.  Sethe  of  Embden,  and  for  British  merchants,  and 
those  claims  were  restored.] 


The  Anna    Catharina,  Laurel. 

April  3,  1805. 
ItegUtrars  report.    Frei«;bt.    Ilato  of  expenses.     Objections  overmled. 

This  was  a  case  on  an  objection  to  the  report  of  the  registrar  and 
merchants,  with  respect  to  the  allowance  of  freight  and  expenses 
decreed  on  a  former  day. 

The  objection  stated  in  the  act  of  court  was  to  the  following 
effect :  "  That  this  ship  was  taken  on  the  7th  August,  1798, 
being  part  of  the  second  Swedish  •convoy;  that  divers  [  *  11  ] 
farther  proceedings  were  had,  and,  on  the  2Sth  July,  ISOO, 
the  judge  pronounced  freight  and  expenses  to  be  due  to  the  claimant 
to  the  time  of  the  order  for  farther  proof;  that  on  the  Gth  December, 
1803,  the  ship  and  cargo  were  condemned  ;  that  the  registrar  and  mer- 
chants have  since  made  their  report,  and  allowed  the  wages  and  main- 
tenance of  the  master  and  crew  only  for  324  days,  whereas,  they  ought 
to  have  allowed  from  tiie  7th  August,  1798,  the  time  of  capture,  until 
the  8th  August,  1799,  the  time  of  the  order  for  farther  proof,  being 
366  days;  that  only  two  shillings  per  day  was  allowed  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  master  and  mate,  and  one  shilling  per  day  for  the 
maintenance  of  each  of  the  crew ;  whereas  the  allowance  to  the  master 
onght  to  have  been  three  shillings  and  sixpence  per  day,  to  the  mate 
two  fibillings  per  day,  and  to  each  mariner  one  shilling  and  three- 
pence per  day,  according  to  the  rates  which  were  adopted  by  his 
Majesty *s  government,  in  the  alIowanc(\s  made  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  masters  and  crews  of  the  Swedish  ships  detained  under  embargo 
in  the  year  1801.  The  act  of  court  farther  objected,  that  the  allow- 
ance of  ten  guineas  for  the  extra  expenses  of  the  master  was  too 
little ;  lastly,  that  the  chain  hire  is  allowed  only  for  324  days,  instead 
of  366  days  as  aforementioned. 

On  this  statement,  Laurence  and    Swabey  contended  to  the  effect 
of  the  plea,  that  the  allowance  ought  to  be  increased. 
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The  Registrar  stated  the  grounds  on  which  the  report  had  been 
framed,  namely,  that  the  registrar  and  merchants,  being  apprised  that 
the  freight  had  already  been  paid  by  his   Majesty's  govern- 
[  *  12  ]  ment,  had  *  deducted  so  much  time  from  the  period  of  deten- 
tion, as  it  would  have  required  to  have  delivered  the  caigo 
at  Lisbon,  the  original  port  of  destination. 

Court.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  deduction,  as  to  the  freight,  is 
properly  made,  and  that  no  reason  is  shown  to  induce  the  court  \o 
disturb  that  part  of  the  report. 

[As  to  the  allowance  to  the  master  and  the  mate,  of  two  shillings 
per  day,  the  court  asked,  whether  that  was  not  a  rate  of  considerable 
standing,  and  intimated  an  opinion  that  three  shillings  per  day  might 
not,  according  to  the  present  value  of  money,  be  too  much.] 

The  Registrar  said —  That  the  allowance  of  two  shillings  was  the 

ordinary  rate  between  claimant  and  captor ;  that  it  had  prevailed  for 

a  considerable  time;  that  if  it  should  appear  to  the  court  not  to  be 

sufficient,  it  should  be  considered   also,  with  reference  to  the  usual 

rate  of  demurrage  of  ten  shillings  per  ton  per  month,  which, 

[  *  13  ]  in  a  late  casc,i  (Louisa  Albcrtina,  *  17  December,  1804,)  was 

held  to  be  suflicicnt,  since,  if  the  rate  of  subsistence  was 

increased  as  a  general  rule,  it  would  disturb  the  rate  of  demurrage. 

Court.  In  The  Louisa,  it  is  true,  I  did  not  think  proper  to  alter 
the  rate  of  demurrage,  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case,  but  I 
certainly  did  not  mean  to  express  any  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of 


1  The  objection  to  the  report  in  that  case  stated,  that  it  was  the  sum  allowed  thirty 
years  ago,  when  provisions  and  wages  were  cheaper,  and  when  transports  were  hiied 
at  seven  or  eight,  and  at  most  ten  shillings  per  ton,  whilst  in  the  last  war,  thirteen  and 
fifteen  shillings  had  been  given, and  in  the  present  war,  sixteen  and  eighteen  shillings; 
that,  in  some  American  cases,  the  registrar  and  merchants  had  allowed  fifteen  shiUingi 
Mr.  Winthrop,  one  of  the  merchants,  observed  that  this  allowance  to  American  shipi 
had  been  made,  in  consideration,  that  they  usually  paid  higher  wages  and  cnaployed 
more  men  than  Swedish  vessels ;  that  The  Louisa  was  a  Swedish  ship  of  250  tons,  with 
a  crew  of  sixteen  mariners,  rather  more  than  the  proportion  which  Swedish  ships  vsor 
ally  carry  ;  but,  even  in  that  case,  the  rate  appeared  to  the  merchant,  to  be  a  soJEcient 
allowance.  The  registrar  observed,  that  if  an  alteration  of  the  general  rule  wis 
deemed  necessary,  it  would  be  desirable  that  it  might  be  still  fixed  at  a  general  rate,oa 
an  average  calculation.  Tlie  court  confirmed  that  report,  saying  tliat  it  might  be  pro- 
per to  give  the  general  question  farther  consideration.  Tlie  registrar  now  said,  thit 
since  the  case  of  The  Loui^,  the  merchants  had  tried  the  allowance  of  ten  shilliogi 
per  ton  by  several  rules,  and  were  still  of  opmion  that  it  was  a  sufficient  allowance 
for  Swedish  ships,  even  in  the  present  times. 
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adhering  to  that  rate,  as  a  general  rule.  It  rather  seemed  to  be  a 
matter  that  might  require  farther  consideration.  What  I  shall  do  in 
the  present  instance,  will  be  to  allow  the  master  something  more  for 
his  extra  expenses,  and  confirm  the  report  generally  on  the  other 
point?.  Three  guineas  ordered  to  be  added  to  the  allowance  of  extra 
expenses. 


Thk  Resolution,  Shapleigh. 

April  4,  1805. 

,  under  agreement  with  the  neutral  master  to  brinj;  in  his  vessel,  if  snffieient,  &c^ 

• 

This  was  a  (luestion  as  to  the  interest  of  three  parties,  asserting 
themselves  to  be  sole  captors,  as  to  sundry  parcels  of  French  property 
captared  on  a  voyage  from  Monte  Video  to  Havre  de  Grace. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  ship,  being  an  American  vessel, 
had  been  stopped  on  the  i2Sth  of  September,  in  hititude  thirty- 
one  N.,  longitude  thirty-two  W.  from  *  London,  by  The^  [•14] 
Mary,  privateer,  and  had  been  examined,  and  that  two  men 
were  put  on  board  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  the  vessel,  according 
to  the  affidavit  of  the  master  of  The  Mary,  into  an  t^nglish  port.  In 
the  preparatory  depositions  it  was  stated,  "  that  the  master  of  The 
Mary  only  requested  the  American  master  to  take  on  board  those  two 
men  for  the  purpose  of  founding  a  claim  to  share  in  the  capture,  if 
the  vessel  should  be  captured  by  any  other  cruiser  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  her  voyage,  and  brought  to  adjudication  ;  that  the  American 
master  continued  in  possession  of  the  papers,  and  in  the  navigation 
of  the  vessel  during  the  whole  voyage;  that  it  was  not  his  intention 
to  go  to  an  English  port,  and  that  he  was  actually  steering  for  Havre  at 
the  time  of  his  detention,  22d  of  October,  by  his  Majesty's  schooneri 
The  Pickle,  in  latitude  forty-one  N.,  longitude  seventeen  W."  It  was 
admitted,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  in  the  aflidavit  of  the  asserted 
prize-master  of  The  Mary,  that  at  the  time  when  The  Pickle  came  up, 
he  was  apprised  of  the  intention  of  the  American  master  to  proceed 


I  [Sec  The  Alexander,  1  (Jail.  :>32,  and  S.  C.  on  Appeal,  8  Cranch,  160,] 
s  The  ^lary  and  The  St.  Andrvw  apix'arod  to  be  merchant  ships  going  to  .Vxucrica 
ind  the  West  Indies,  having  letters  of  niarquc. 
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by  force  to  Havre  de  Grace,  and  that  he  begged  protection  and  assist- 
ance from  The  Pickle,  and  obtained  a  supply  of  men,  who  finally 
brought  the  vessel  into  Plymouth.     A  second  party,  claiming  to  have 
made  the  original  capture,  was  The  St.  Andrew,  privateer,  of  Greenock, 
who  fell  in  with  the  vessel  on  the  6th  of  October,  in  latitude  thirty-nine 
degrees  fifty-five  minutes  N.,  longitude  twenty-eight  degrees  twenty- 
five  minutes  W.  from  London,  examined  her  papers,  heard  the  rela- 
tion wljich  was  given  on  the  part  of  The  Mary,  and  put  one 
[  *  15  ]  man  on  board  as  prize-master,  under  an  *  asserted  promise 
from  the  American  master  •*'  that  he  would  go   into  Fal- 
mouth."    The  preparatory  depositions  described  this  man  to  have 
been  put  on  board  as  prize-master ;  though  as  to  the  act  of  posses- 
sion and  management  of  the  vessel,  the  evidence  of  the  several  pa^ 
ties  was  in  direct  contradiction.     In  the  subsequent  part  of  the  voy- 
age, this  vessel  was  met,  on  the  22d  of  October,  in  latitude  forty-one 
N.,  seventeen  W.,  by  the  schooner  Pickle,  who  put  a  sufiicient  number 
of  men  on  board,  and  brought  her  into  port 

On  the  part  of  The  Pickle,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  BjobinsoiL 
From  the  situation  in  which  the  vessel  was  found,  when  The  Picide 
came  up,  having  French  property  on  board,  and  two  parties  of  Eng- 
lishmen, asserting  diflercnt  claims,  and  imploring  assistance  from  an 
apprehension  of  a  rescue,  it  became  a  necessary  act  of  duty,  on  the 
part  of  the  schooner,  to  take  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  send  her  in 
for  adjudication.  When  the  claims  of  the  several  parties  were  traced 
back,  it  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the  master,  that  the  first  seiz- 
ure of  The  Mary  was  only  provisional,  and  contingent,  for  the  pa^ 
pose  of  founding  a  claim  on  any  subsequent  act  of  capture  being 
made  by  other  parties,  to  whom  it  might  be  less  inconvenient  to  spare 
a  sufficient  force  to  complete  an  effectual  seizure.  If  this  capture  was 
contingent  only,  the  pretensions  of  The  St.  Andrew  could  not  be  of 
a  higher  nature,  since  only  one  man  was  put  on  board  from  that  ship, 
and  the  first  appearance  given  for  her  was  only  in  the  character  of 
joint  captor.  Supposing  the  possession  taken  prior  to  the  seizure  by 
The  Pickle,  to  be  of  this  contingent  nature  only,  it  was  insufHcientto 

found  the  interest  of  prize,  as  it  was  an  act  deficient  in  the 
[  *  16  ]  intention,  and  aniiuus  capicndu     If  it  *was  to  be  contended 

that  the  capture  was  absolute  in  virtue  of  the  promise  of  the 
American  master  to  submit,  it  is  worthy  of  consideration  how  far  a 
secret  agreement  of  that  kind  could  be  deemed  a  proper  foundation 
for  a  right  of  prize.  The  right  of  prize  is  a  compulsory  right,  to  be 
distinctly  exercised  and  effectually  enforced.  Many  of  the  conse- 
quences resulting  from  it  depend  upon  the  precise  character  of  the 
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act  itself.  The  legal  responsibility  for  the  capture  was  meant  to 
attach  on  the  actual  possession.  It  is  not  to  be  left  to  this  kind  of 
compromise,  which  would  have  the  effect  of  introducing  a  mixed 
state  of  things,  in  which  the  master,  pleading  to  be  exonerated  from 
his  original  responsibility,  by  the  restraint  put  upon  his  course,  and 
the  captor  not  being  in  actual  possession,  and  claiming  from  that 
circumstance  to  be  exonerated  from  the  effect  of  any  accident  or  mis- 
management, there  would  be  no  party  on  whom  the  obligation  and 
responsibility  of  the  law  would  attach,  in  the  manner  in  which  the 
law  supposes  it  to  attach,  as  a  consequence  of  full  and  complete  pos- 
session. Captors  have  no  power  to  exact  such  a  promise  from  neu- 
tral vessels ;  and  the  eflect  of  such  promises  would  be  injurious  to 
the  public  interests  of  the  country,  by  the  insecurity  in  which  the  per- 
sons so  put  on  board  must  necessarily  be  placed.  This  mode  of  capture 
seems,  therefore,  not  to  fulfil  the  intentions  of  the  law,  either  with 
respect  to  the  property  detained,  or  the  public  policy  of  the  country, 
nnder  whose  authority  the  right  of  seizure  was  exercised.  The  situa- 
tion of  the  property,  and  of  the  several  parties,  will  be  to  be  consi- 
dered as  if  no  sudicient  and  complete  act  of  capture  had  been 
made,  prior  to  the  seizure  by  The  Pickle,  •and  the  whole  [  *  17  ] 
interest  of  prize  will  therefore  vest  in  The  Pickle  under  that 
seizure. 

On  the  part  of  the  first  seizure,  Arnold  and  Jcnncr  contended  — 
That  the  act  done  by  The  Mary  was  not  fairly  represented  in  the 
preparatory  depositions ;  that  it  could  not  be  supposed  to  be  a  mere 
contingent  purpose,  which,  if  the  event  of  meeting  with  another  Eng- 
lish cruiser,  should  fail,  could  only  produce  the  eiibct  of  carrying  the 
persons  so  put  on  board  into  a  French  port,  and  to  a  French  prison; 
that  the  act  of  capture  was  absolute  ;  that  the  force  by  which  it  was 
eCTectcd  was  immaterial ;  that  the  duties  of  a  neutral  master  obliged 
him  to  submit  to  the  consequences  of  lawful  capture  ;  that  the  mas- 
ter in  this  instance  did  so  submit,  in  promise  at  least;  that  it  was 
by  no  mcai>^  incredible  that  lie  should  enter  in  such  an  engagement, 
as  it  would  be  immaterial  to  him,  whether  he  received  his  freight  in 
a  British  or  in  a  French  port;  that  the  prize-master  of  The  Mary 
was  not  superseded,  but  continued  in  command  of  the  vessel,  and 
was  proved  to  have  been  instrumental  in  hiring  the  pilot  who  brought 
the  vessel  into  port. 

On  the  part  of  The  St.  Andrew,  Laurence  contended —  That  there 
no  reason  to  discredit  the  account  given  in  the  preparatory  exami- 
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nations;  that  the  first  seizure  was  only  contingent;  that  it  might 
be  a  new  question  how  far  such  a  seizure  could  vest  a  joint  interest 
in  a  subsequent  capture  by  another  cruiser;  but  that  the  seizure  of  The 
St  Andrew  was  not  of  that  nature.     It  was  a  complete  and  absolute 

seizure,  and  was  so  described  in  the  depositions  of  the  maa- 
[  *  18  ]  ter,  who  *  states,  "  that  on  the  4th  October,  she  was  detained 

by  The  St  Andrew,  when  a  prize-master  was  put  on  board, 
with  directions  to  carry  her  into  Falmouth."     And  the  prize-master 
of  The  St  Andrew  was  the  person  who  actually  directed  the  coone 
of  the  vessel.     This  fact  was  more  particularly  proved  by  the  act  of 
his  keeping  a  journal  of  her  course,  which  was  ready  to  be  prodnced 
The  account  given  of  a  deviation  from  the  intended  coarse  to  Fal* 
mouth  was  untrue,  and  could  not,  indeed,  admit  of  any  proof,  since 
the  last  seizure  by  The  Pickle  was  made  in  latitude  forty-one,  at  that 
period  of  the  voyage  when  the  actual  course  to  the  northward  must 
have  been  nearly  the  same,  whether  the  vessel  was  steered  nnder  an 
intention  of  going  to  an  English  port,  or  to  Havre  de  Grace,  the 
asserted  port  of  original  destination. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  was  an  American  ship,  with  some  French 
passengers  and  French  property  on  board,  seized  on  a  voyage  from 
Montevideo  to  Havre  de  Grace,  and  brought  to  Plymouth  by  the 
king's  ship.  The  Pickle.  At  the  time  of  the  seizure  there  were  on 
board  three  persons,  no  part  of  the  crew,  but  asserting  themselves  to 
be  prize-masters,  put  on  board  by  two  privateers  which  had  fallen  in 
with  this  vessel  in  the  earlier  periods  of  her  voyage.  It  appears  that 
the  agent  of  The  Pickle  brought  in  the  papers,  and  proceeded  to  take 
the  preparatory  examinations,  before  Smith,  the  prize-master  of  one  of 
the  privateers,  was  allowed  to  come  on  shore ;  and  that  Smith  wasafta- 

wards  impressed  and  taken  out  of  the  way.     This  represent- 
[  •  19  ]  ation  is  made  on  the   affidavits  of  Mr.  Delacombe,  'the 

agent  of  The  Mary,  and  is  not  contradicted.  It  is  a  fact, 
therefore,  which  I  must  take  to  be  true,  and  one  which  tends  to  giw 
no  very  favorable  impression  of  the  case,  on  the  part  of  The  Pickle. 
It  was  the  evident  duty  of  the  persons  proceeding  to  ac^udication  on 
behalf  of  The  Pickle,  to  have  taken  care  that  no  obstruction  was 
thrown  in  the  way  of  this  person,  to  prevent  him  from  coming  fo^ 
ward  to  assert  the  interest  of  his  ship.  Instead  of  that,  the  pri«- 
master  is  forcibly  prevented  from  asserting  his  claim.  This  circum- 
stance alone  would  deduct  very  materially  from  the  effect  of  the 
examinations ;  and  there  are  other  circumstances  which  go  farther 
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to  deprive  them  of  all  credit.  The  account  given  by  the  American 
master  is,  "that  he  was  first  detained  by  the  private  ship  of  war  The 
Mary;  that  the  commander,  John  Roalf,  desired  the  deponent  to 
take  two  of  hid  crew  on  board,  to  give  Tiic  Mary  a  share  of  the  cap- 
ture, should  the  said  ship  be  afterwards  detained  by  any  other  ship 
of  war,  which  he,  this  deponent,  consented  to,  but  never  gave  them 
the  command  or  direction  of  the  said  ship."  The  affidavit  of  the 
master  of  Tiie  Mary  gives  a  very  dilferent  representation  of  the  mat- 
ter. It  states,  "that  he  opened  the  letter  delivered  to  him,  and  find- 
ing that  the  Frencii  property  on  board  was  not  so  trifling  as  had  been 
fcprew'ntod,  lie  resolved  to  seize ;  that  the  appearer,  Henry  Smith, 
wad  immediately  put  on  board  as  prize-master,  with  a  certificate  of 
hi«  situation,  and  also  Cieorgc  Night,  a  mariner  of  and  belonging  to 
the  said  private  shiji  of  war,  wcitli  orders  to  make  the  first  English 
port  in  the  channel;  that  this  appearer,  J.  Roalf,  did  not 
put  any  more  men  on  board,  by  reason  that  the  *  American  [  *  20  ] 
cn'w  expressly  promised  to  submit  and  obey  the  prize-mas- 
ter." On  the  truth  of  these  dilferent  accounts  the  whole  case  will 
drp'.nd.  Now,  with  regard  to  the  asserted  capture  by  The  Mary, 
the  first  consideration  is,  whether  the  facts  stated  in  the  master's  affi- 
davit are  credible.  I  shall  afterwards  have  occasion  to  observe  what  is 
nnerrary  to  constitute  capture.  On  the  question  of  fact,  I  see  no  incre- 
dibility :  if  it  had  appeared,  as  it  was  represented  in  argument,  that  The 
Mary  had  at  fir^t  relinciuished  the  purpose  of  seizing,  on  a  supposition 
that  the  amount  of  the  French  property  on  board  was  too  inconsider- 
able to  induce  her  to  seize*,  and  that  no  circumstances  afterwards  trans- 
ptrrd  to  lead  to  an  alteration  of  that  purpose,  there  might  have  been  rea- 
fon  to  maintain,  that  no  act  of  capture  was  intended  by  putting  the 
two  men  on  board  ;  but  the  master  says,  "  that  he  only  atibcted  to  think 
the  value  of  the  property  not  sutlicient,  and  professed  an  intention  of 
Icavinir  it,  for  th«*  purport*  of  obtaining  more  evidence  of  what  was 
irtu.illv  on  board/*  In  that  view  of  the  case,  I  cannot  but  think 
that  tiie  lelttr,  which  was  cominilted  to  his  care,  to  be  forwarded  to 
AmrriL-a,  did  rontaiii  matter  that  might  naturally  induce  him  to  suspect 
thai  the  French  property  on  boanl  was  not  so  inconsiderable,  since  the 
Vtnus  are  not  confined  to  any  small  parcels  only,  but  say,  generally, ''  we 
ha\»-  French  property  on  board.''  1  do  not  see,  therefore,  that  there 
i«  any  thing  incredible  in  this  representation.  Hut  it  is  said  that  the 
conduct  pursued  was  such  as  never  could  enter  into  the  nn'nd  of  any 
man.  to  put  two  persons  unarmed  on  board  a  ship,  to  take  her  acrozjs  the 
Atlantic  into  a  British  port,  in  op|)csition  to  the  resistance 
vhicb  they  must  *  expect  to  encounter,  if  not  from  the  Ame-  [  '  21  ] 
VOL.  VI.  2 


22  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 

The  Resolation.    6  C.  Rob. 

rican  master  himself,  yet  certainly  from  the  Frenchmen  on  board, 
who  were  more  in  number  than  themselves.  Undoubtedly  it  was 
not  a  very  prudent  measure ;  it  was,  perhaps,  an  act  of  rash  confi- 
dence ;  but  when  I  consider  that  the  neutral  master  acquiesced,  by  his 
own  account,  in  taking  two  men  on  board,  and  that  it  might  natu- 
rally  be  indifferent  to  him  whether  he  went  into  an  English  or  a 
French  port,  I  cannot  think  that  the  act  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  be 
altogether  improbable.  It  is  true  that  a  cruiser  has  no  right  to  com- 
pel neutral  masters  to  make  a  promise  of  this  kind;  but  if  they 
choose  to  enter  into  such  an  engagement,  the  neutral  nation  sustains 
no  injury  from  it;  and  it  is  fully  competent  to  the  master  of  the  pri- 
vateer to  act  under  it.  It  is  a  mere  question  of  prudence  whether  he 
will  trust  to  the  word  of  the  neutral  master,  or  whether  he  will  take  the 
more  effectual  precaution  of  putting  a  sufficient  force  on  board.  As 
to  the  objection,  ttjat  the  papers  were  not  taken  into  the  immediate 
possession  of  the  prize-master,  or  that  the  navigation  of  the  ship  was 
left  to  the  neutral  master,  I  do  not  see  that  either  of  these  circum- 
stances are  material.  The  papers  remained  on  board  the  ship,  and  it 
is  by  no  means  necessary  to  constitute  a  prize-master,  that  he  should 
take  upon  himself  the  navigation  of  the  vessel.  If  the  ship  had  volun- 
tarily come  into  a  British  port  under  this  engagement,  and  proceedings 
had  been  instituted  in  this  court  on  the  part  of  the  first  captor,  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  legal  objection  that  should  have  prevented  the  court 
from  condemning  the  French  property  on  board  as  lawful  prize  to 

The  Mary.     On  this  part  of  the  case,  I  do  not  see  that  there 
[  •  22  ]  is  either  any  incredibility,  or  *any  illegality,  in  the  account 

given  of  the  transaction,  by  the  master  of  The  Mary.  Then 
let  us  look  at  the  case  as  it  stands  upon  the  preparatory  depositions. 
The  American  master  states,  on  his  examination,  which  I  am  alwajrs  to 
remember  was  taken  in  the  absence  of  Smith,  "  that  the  two  men 
were  put  on  board  only  for  the  pupose  of  founding  a  claim  to  share 
in  any  capture  that  might  be  aifterwards  made."  The  fact  itself 
appears  to  me  to  be  incredible,  that  two  men  should  be  put  on  board 
for  that  purpose,  when  it  could  not  possibly  have  any  such  effect ; 
and  as  to  theicredit  of  the  master,  who  admits  himself  to  have  been 
concerned  in  this  scheme,  what  reliance  can  I  place  on  him  as  a  wit- 
ness ?  By  his  own  representation  it  was  a  fraudulent  act,  in  which 
he  concurred  to  give  a  claim  of  joint  capture  where  no  right  what- 
ever existed;  and  his  title  to  credibility  is  not  much  mended,  by 
observing  that  he  was  so  ready  to  break  the  promise  which  he  had 
so  made.  It  is  also  utterly  improbable  that  two  persons  should  allow 
themselves  to  be  made  the  instruments  of  such  a  scheme ;  since  it 
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would  be  little  less  than  an  act  of  insanity  in  them,  as  British  sailors, 
Uf  go  on  board  with  a  chance  of  being  carried  into  Havre,  there  to 
to  enjoy  all  the  luxuries  of  a  French  prison.  Who  can  find  faith 
enough  to  believe  such  a  representation  ?  I  profess  I  cannot.  I  am 
onder  the  necessity  of  giving  credit  to  the  account  contained  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  master  of  The  Mary  ;  and  though  the  privateer  had 
no  right  to  compel  such  an  engagement,  if  the  neutral  master  volun- 
tarily promised  to  go  into  a  British  port,  without  more  force  being 
put  upon  him,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  seizure  under 
such  circumstance  would  be  fully  suflicient  *  in  law  to  con-  [  *  23  ] 
stitutc  a  capture.  If  this  be  so,  it  puts  an  end  to  the  case 
on  the  part  of  the  second  privateer.  If  force  was  all  that  was  required 
to  make  the  first  seizure  complete,  it  would  be  impossible  to  ascribe 
more  cflcct  to  the  one  man  put  on  board  from  tiiis  vessel,  than  to  the 
two  which  had  been  before  put  on  board  from  The  Mary.  Then,  the 
only  question  that  remains  is,  as  to  the  king's  ship,  whether  she  can 
sustain  a  claim  of  capture,  or  an  interest  of  any  other  kind.  The 
capture  I  have  already  pronounced  to  have  been  made  before ;  but  I 
think  there  is  enough  disclosed  in  the  evidence  to  support  a  claim  of 
salvage  on  behalf  of  The  Pickle.  The  prize-master  of  The  Mary 
admits  "  that  he  had  been  informed  of  an  intention  of  the  American 
master,  to  carry  the  vessel  into  Havre,  and  that  he  applied  to  the 
captain  of  The  Pickle  for  assistance."  This  is,  in  elVect,  an  admission 
that  the  capture  on  his  part  would  not  have  been  complete  without 
the  aid  of  the  Pchooner.  It  is,  I  think,  suflicient  to  found  an  interest 
in  the  nature  of  a  salvage  claim ;  and  I  should  have  been  disposed  to 
to  consider  this  claim  more  liberally,  if  the  proceedings  had  not  in  the 
first  instance  been  carried  on  in  the  absence  of  the  prize-master  of 
The  Mary,  and  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  title  of  capture, 
which  I  have  pronounced  not  to  have  been  well  founded.  The  value 
of  the  property  condemned  is  stated  to  be  about  1,100/.  I  shall  pro- 
nounce for  a  salvage  of  :?00/.,  with  expenses. 
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[  *  24  ]  *  The  Marianna,  Posadillo,  master. 

April  30,  1805. 

Title  of  property.  Lien,  on  freight,  and  pared  of  goods  pledged  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money  of  the  ship,  not  suffieient  to  found  a  claim  in  a  Prize  Court. 

[Goods  are  legal  prize  if  the  ultimate  risk  is  in  an  enemy,  notwithstanding  a  neatral  interest 
in  them.]i 

This  was  a  question  respecting  the  title  of  property  in  some  goods, 

and  also  on  the  freight  ^  of  a  ship,  sold  at  Buenos  Ayres  by  an  American 

to  a  Spanish  merchant,  for  which  the  purchase-money  had 

[  •  25  ]  not  been  *  paid,  but  was  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a 

quantity  of  tallow  consigned  to  England,  on  board  this  vessel, 

for  sale. 


1  [See  The  Josephine,  4  C.  Rob.  25.] 

2  The  claim  was  given  "  for  Messrs.  Brown  &  Co.,  of  Providence,  as  the  true  and 
lawful  sole  owners  of  750  bales  of  tallow,  and  also  for  250  bales  of  tallow  shipped  on 
board  the  said  ship  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  and  the  freight  of  the  said  ship,  to  the 
extent  of  20,000  dollars,  with  expenses,  or  so  much  thereof  as  the  said  750  bales  o^ 
tallow  shall  not  produce,  for  which  said  250  bales  of  tallow  and  freight  were 
pledged  in  part  payment  of  the  said  ship."  The  special  affidavit  of  Ebenezer 
Hill  Carey,  introducing  the  claim,  stated,  *'  that  the  ship  had  been  built  at  Provi- 
dence, in  the  month  of  April,  1800,  for  Messrs.  Brown  and  Ives,  John  Corlis,  and 
Thomas  L.  Ilalscy,  jun. ;  that  the  said  ship  sailed  from  Providence,  in  the  month  of 
June,  under  the  command  of  Daniel  Olney,  for  Amsterdam;  from  thence  to  Lon- 
don, and  from  London  to  Rio  do  Plata,  where  she  arrived  in  I^Iarch,  1801,  and  then 
went  to  the  port  of  Euscnada  ;  that  the  said  Daniel  Olncy,  finding  no  probability  of 
procuring  freight,  sold  the  said  ship  to  a  Spaniard,  at  Buenos  Ayres,  named  Don 
Thomas  Antonio  Romero,  for  the  sum  of  40,000  dollars,  which  sum  was  to  be  paid  in 
London  in  two  instalments  —  the  first  20,000  dollars  on  or  before  the  2d  of  January, 
1805,  in  onler  to  supply  funds  for  which  the  said  Thomas  Antonio  Romero  covenanted 
to  ship,  and  did  actually  ship  on  board  the  said  ship  750  bales  of  tallow,  consigned  to 
Thomas  Dickason  &  Co.,  of  London,  the  agents  and  correspondents  of  the  aforesaid 
American  owners  of  the  said  ship  ;  and  also  agreed  to  deliver,  and  did  deliver  to  the  said 
Daniel  Olney,  oft  account  of  the  said  owners,  the  bills  of  lading  for  the  said  goods,  to 
be  forwarded  to  their  correspondents  in  London,  in  order  that  they  might  demand  and 
receive  the  same  on  its  arrival,  to  whom  the  same  were  forwarded  accordingly,  and 
arc  now  in  their  possession,  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  said  750  bales  of  taUow 
should  be  insured  by  the  said  agents  of  the  American  merchants,  to  whom  orders  were 
sent  by  the  said  Daniel  Olney  to  have  the  same  so  insured."  And  it  was  farther  agreedt 
that  the  said  agents  of  the  American  merchants,  having  received  the  said  goods,  and 
sold  the  same,  should  pay  the  overplus  which  there  might  be  over  and  above  the  said 
20,000  dollars,  the  premium  of  insurance  thereon,  and  all  costs  and  chaises  respecting 
the  same,  to  the  supercargo  of  the  said  Romero,  on  board  the  said  ship. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  ship  appears  to  have  been  originally  an 
American  vessel,  sold  to  a  Spanish  merchant  at  Buenos  Ayres,  and 
seized  on  a  voyage  to  this  country,  documented  as  belonging  to  a 
Spanish  merchant,  and  sailing  under  the  flag  and  pass  of  Spain.     A 
claim  is  given  on  behalf  of  the  former  American  proprietor,  in  virtue 
of  a  lien  >\'hich  he  is  said  to  have  retained  on  the  property,  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money ;  but  such  an  interest  cannot,  I  con- 
ceive, be  deemed  suflicient  to  support  a  claim  of  property  in  a  Court 
of  Prize.     Captors  are  supposed  to  lay  their  hands  on  the  gross  tan- 
gible property,  on  which  there  may  be  many  just  claims  outstanding, 
between  other  parties,  which  can  have  no  operation  as  to  them.     If 
SDch  a  rale  did  not  exist,  it  would  be  quite  impossible  for  captors  to 
know  upon  what  grounds  they  were  proceeding  to  make  any  seizure. 
The  fairest  and  most  credible  documents,  declaring  the  property  to 
belong  to  the  enemy,  would  only  serve  to  mislead  them,  if 
soch  documents  were  liable  to  be  overruled  by  liens  *  which  [  *  26  ] 
could  not  in  any  manner  come   to   their  knowledge.     It 
would  be  equally  impossible  for  the  court  which  has  to  decide  upon 
the  question  of  property,  to  admit  such  considerations.    The  doctrine 
of  liens  depends  very  much  on  the  particular  rules  of  jurisprudence, 
which  prevail  in  ditterent  countries.     To  decide  judicially  on  such 
claims,  would  require  of  the  court  a  perfect  knowledge  of  the  law  of 
covenant,  and  the  application  of  that  law  in  all  countries,  under  all 
the  diversities  in  which  that  law  exists.     From  necessity,  therefore, 
the  court  would  be  obliged  to  shut  the  door  against  such  discussions, 
and  to  decide  on  the  simple  title  of  property,  with  scarcely  any  ex- 
ceptions.    Then  what  is  the  proprietory  character  of  the  ship.     She 
is  described  as  the  property  of  the  Spanish  merchant,  Mr.  Romero. 
She  is  sailing  under  the  Spanish  flag,  and  is  fully  invested  with  the 
Spanish  chanicter,  not  ostensibly  only,  but  actually,  and  in  the  real 
intention  and  understanding  of  the  parties.     She  had  been  sold  to 
Mr.  Romero;  but  it  is  said  that  a  part  of  the  purchase-money  had 
not  been  paid.     Tiiat  objection  can  have  little  weight,  since  it  is  a 
matter  solely  for  the  consideration  of  the  person  who  sells,  to  judge 
what  mode  of  payment  he  will  accept.     lie  may  consent  to  take  a 
biJl  of  exchange,  or  he  may  rely  on  the  promissory  note  of  the  pur- 
chaser, which  may  not  come  in  payment  for  a  considerable  time,  or 
may  never  be  paid.     The  court  will  not  look  to  such  contingencies. 
It  will  be  sufBcient  that  a  legal  transfer  has  been  made,  and  that  the 
mode  of  payment,  whatever  it  is,  has  been  accepted.    Upon  this  view 
of   the  principle   upon   which  the   Prize    Court   has   always   acted, 
the   ship    mast    be   considered    to    have    been   legally   transferred, 
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[  *  27  ]  and   must  be   pronounced   subject  to  *  condemnation,  as 
Spanish  property,  which  will  dispose  of.  that  part  of  the 
claim  which  prays  for  an  indemnification  to  be  allowed  out  of  the 
freight.     Then  as  to  the  title  of  property  in  the  goods,  which  are  said 
to  have  been  going  as  the  funds  out  of  which  the  payment  for  the 
ship  was  to  have  been  made.     That  they  were  going  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt,  will  not  alter  the  property.    There  must  be  something 
more.     Even  if  bills  of  lading  are  delivered,  ihat  circumstance  will 
not  be  sufficient,  unless  accompanied  with  an  understanding,  that  he 
who  holds  the  bill  of  lading  is  to  bear  the  risk  of  the  goods,  as  to  the 
voyage,  and  as  to  the  market  to  which  they  are  consigned;  other\i'i5C, 
though  the  security  may  avail  pro  tanto,  it  cannot  be  held  to  work 
any  change  in  the  property.     It  is  said  that  the  shipper  had  cove- 
nanted to  pay  twenty  thousand  dollars  in  London ;  and  that  to  supply 
the  necessary  funds,  he  covenanted  to  ship,  and  did  actually  ship 
these  goods,  consigned  to  the  correspondent  of  the  American  me^ 
chant  in  London.     That  might  be  mere  matter  of  arrangement  as  to 
the  convenience  of  the  parties,  but  it  can  found  no  title  to  property, 
unless  it  was  done  with  a  full  transfer  of  the  account  and  risk  at  the 
same  time.    Who  was  the  shipper.     Not  the  American  but  the  Spa- 
nish merchant.     He  consigns  the  goods  to  the  care  of  the  house  in 
London,  and  if  they  had  been  lost,  the  loss  would  have  fallen  upon 
him.    The  person  in  America  could  exercise  no  dominion  over  them; 
he  could  not  direct  the  consignment  to  be  made  to  the  house  in  Lon- 
don.    That  the  transaction  was  so  conducted,  w^as  mere  matter  of 
convenience  and  accommodation,  but  can  make  no  difference  as  to 
the  principle  on  which  the  question  of  property  is  to  be 

[  *  28  1  *  considered.  It  is  said,  also,  that  the  shipper  had  agreed  to 
send  the  bills  of  lading  to  the  person  in  America,  that  kc 
might  forward  them  to  his  correspondents  in  London,  to  enable  them 
to  receive  the  proceeds ;  and  it  is  intimated  that  the  goods  were  in- 
sured by  the  correspondents  of  the  person  in  America,  but  it  does  not 
appear  how,  or  in  what  character.  It  could  not  be  as  American  pro- 
perty, I  conceive,  because  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  risk  of  the  market 
was  to  fall  on  the  Spanish  shipper.  The  merchant  in  London  was 
to  pay  whatever  might  exceed  the  demand  of  the  person  in  America, 
to  Mr.  Romero,  and  not  to  the  claimant  in  America.  No  title  of 
property  is  conveyed  to  the  American  merchant,  but  a  mere  interest 
in  the  goods  in  question,  under  the  form  in  which  the  transaction 
then  stood.  Suppose  that  the  shipper  had  thought  proper  to  have 
paid  for  the  vessel  in  any  other  manner,  it  was  clearly  in  his  power 
to  have  made  such  a  provision ;  and  it  could  not  then  have  been 
maintained  that  the  person  in   America  would  have  retained  any 
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iateredt,  much  less  any  title  of  property  in  the  goods.  Upon  this  view 
of  the  claims,  which  have  been  given  in  the  alternative,  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  ship,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
title  of  property  in  the  ship  had  been  cfTectually  transferred,  and  that 
DO  title  of  property  in  the  parcel  of  tallow  had  been  acquired. 

In  the  same  case,  a  second  question  arose,  on  a  claim  of  Joas  Joze 
dc  Souza  Viana,  a  Portuguese  merchant  of  Rio  de  Janeiro,  for  four 
hundred  marquetas  of  tallow  shipped  on  board  this  vessel  prior  to  the 
declaration  of  hostilities. 

•  On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  con-  [  *  29  ] 
tended^- That  the  claimant  was  barred  by  the  Portuguese 
treaty  of  16t>l,  which  established  the  privilege  of  free  ship,  free  goods, 
and  contained  also  the  corresponding  stipulation,  that  property  on 
board  the  ship  of  an  enemy  should  be  lawful  prize. 

On  this  objection  the  Court  expressed  a  doubt  whether  this 
article  of  the  treaty  could  be  fairly  applied  to  tiic  case  of  property 
shipped  before  the  contemplation  of  war,  and  before  tiie  vessel  herself 
had  acquired  a  hostile  character.  The  court  observed  that  it  did  not 
follow,  that,  because  Spanish  property  put  on  board,  a  Portuguese 
ship  would  be  protected  in  the  event  of  the  interruption  of  war; 
therefore  Portuguese  property  on  board  a  Spanish  ship  should  be- 
come instantly  confiscable  on  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities  with 
Spain ;  that  in  one  case  the  conduct  of  the  parties  would  not  have 
been  difTerent  if  the  event  of  hostilities  had  been  known.  The  cargo 
was  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  ship  generally,  by  the  stipulation 
of  the  treaty,  even  if  shipped  in  open  war;  and  a  fortiori^  if  shipped 
under  circumstances  still  more  favorable  to  the  neutrality  of  the 
transaction.  In  the  other  case  there  might  be  reason  to  suppose,  ' 
that  the  treaty  referred  only  to  goods  shipped  on  board  an  eneniy*s 
vessel,  in  an  avowed  hostile  ehanictcr ;  and  that  the  neutral  merchant 
would  have  acted  diflerently,  if  he  had  been  apprised  of  the  character 
of  the  vessel  at  the  time  when  the  goods  were  put  on  board. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider  the  treaty,  and  on  a  [  *  30  ] 
sabsequent  day  (Gist  May),  having  maturely  deliberated, 
directed  this  claim  to  be  restored.^ 


*  The  Dutch  treaty,  1674,  which  cstiblishcs  the  rule  of  free  ship,  free  goods,  and 
all  property  on  board  a  sLip  of  the  enemy,  good  prize,  eontaina  a  farther  pro- 
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Neutralitet,  Zeverver,  master. 

May  9,  1805. 

Blockade ;  false  destination.    Deviation  to  the  vicinity  of  a  blockaded  port  [a  ground  of  eon- 

demnation.]  ^    Excuse  overruled.    Condemnation. 

This  was  one  of  several  ships  with  cargoes  of  wine  and  brandy, 

ostensibly  described  in  the  ship's  papers  to  be  bound  from  Bordeaux 

to  Embden,  but  taken  amongst  the  Flemish  Banks,  under  a  suspi- 

cion  that  they  were  endeavoring  to  get  into  Ostend.     As  it 

[  *  31  j  •  was  a  question  turning  upon  points  of  nautical  judgment 

and  experience,  the  court  was,  at  the  request  of  the  capton, 

attended  by  two  gentlemen  of  the  Trinity  House. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor's,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Arnold.  This 
is  one  of  several  vessels,  being  nine  in  number,  laden  with  wine  and 
brandy,  and  bound  on  an  ostensible  destination  to  Embden,  bat 
which  were  all  taken,  about  the  same  lime,  amongst  the  Flemish 
Banks.  In  some  of  them  a  deviation  to  Flushing,  under  various  pre- 
tences, has  been  avowed ;  but  the  greater  part  were  found  making 
desperate  attempts  to  get  into  Ostend,  and,  though  warned  off  by  onr 
cruisers,  they  still  persisted  to  lie  on  the  coast  till  gun-boats  couM 
come  out  to  their  assistance,  whilst  the  batteries  on  shore,  and  the 
horse  artillery  of  the  enemy,  were  employed  for  their  protection.   Such 


vision  on  this  head,  article  8  ;  and  lest  any  damage  should,  by  surprbe,  be  done  to  the 
one  party,  being  at  peace  upon  the  first  breaking  out  of  the  war,  with  the  other  pirty, 
it  is  provided  and  agreed,  that  a  ship  belonging  to  the  enemies  of  either  party,  and 
laden  with  goods  of  the  subjects  of  the  other,  shall  not  by  its  infection  render  the  aid 
goods  liable  to  confiscation,  in  case  they  were  laden  before  the  expiration  of  the  tenm 
hereinafter  mentioned,  after  the  declaration  or  publication  of  any  such  war,  &c  (Sec, 
also,  the  treaty  of  commerce  at  Utrecht,  art.  27.  Treaty  between  Holland  aod 
America,  October,  178-2.)  So  in  the  case  of  The  Falcon,  Atkins,  in  which  the  Ko- 
tence  of  the  Council  of  Prize  at  Paris  was  exhibited.  The  sentence  of  the  consul  «t 
Leghorn,  whicli  had  condemned  the  cargo  belonging  to  a  merchant  of  Liegbom,  **M 
being  on  board  an  English  sliip,"  was  reversed,  with  these  observations  : 

♦'  With  regard  to  the  grain  which  composed  the  cargo  of  The  Falcon,  it  sailed  froa 
Alexandria,  in  Egypt,  for  its  destination,  1st  May,  1803, 1  Floreal,  eleventh  year,  conie- 
quently  twenty  days  before  the  declaration  of  war,  which  could  not  even  be  foreseei 
in  so  distant  a  country'.  The  council  therefore  accords  the  restitution  of  the  caigothe 
6th  Geminal,  thirteenth  year  " 

I  [See  The  Charlotte  Christine,  6  C.  Rob.  101.] 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  32 

Ncutralitet     6  C.  Rob. 

a  combination  of  endeavor  to  get  these  cargoes  into  Ostend,  strongly 
points  to  the  interest  which  the  enemy  had  in  the  supply  of  articles 
of  this  description,  for  the  iise  of  their  armies  in  thcit  country.  This 
is  tho  general  outline  of  the  whole  class.  The  particular  evidence  of 
the  present  case  affords  additional  proof  of  a  conned  ion  with  Ostend. 
It  appears  that  a  Mr.  Willen,of  Ostend,  had  been  instrumental  in 
hiring  the  crew  of  this  vessel,  which  is  a  circumstance  not  unimport- 
ant in  itself,  and  becomes  more  material,  as  it  tends  to  confirm  the 
evidence  of  the  pilot,  who  says,  on  his  examination,  that  Mr.  W.,  of 
Ostend,  was  to  send  lighters  from  shore  to  receive  the  cargo.  The 
papers^  all  purport  a  destination  to  Embden,  but  it  is  admitted  that 
the  ship  was  lying  at  anchor  within  the  Stroomsand,  about 
a  mile  and  a  half  from  Ostend.  It  will  be  *  incumbent  on  the  [  *  32  ] 
party,  therefore,  to  make  out  a  justifiable  and  necessary 
cauife  for  a  deviation  to  the  very  mouth  of  a  blockaded  port,  since 
nothing  short  of  some  circumstance  of  paramount  necessity  can  serve 
as  a  justification.  Two  excuses  have  been  set  up;  1st,  that  the 
master  was  informed,  off  tiie  Isle  of  Wight,  that  the  Eems  was  full  of 
ice,  and  that  he  could  not  prosecute  his  voyage ;  2dly,  that  his  ship 
was  leaky,  and  he  had  resolved  to  go  to  Flushing,  and  had  come  to 
an  anchor  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a  pilot  to  carry  him  to  that  port. 
If  hut h  these  excuses  were  Irue,  they  could  not  avail  in  point  of  law, 
*pince  they  would  not  prove  that  then*  was  any  necessiiy  of  resorting 
*oIely  and  exclusively  to  Ostend.  The  master  ought  to  have  made 
choice  of  some  other  port  to  whicii  he  might  'have  gone  without 
incurring  the  same  imputation  of  designing  to  violate  a  blockade. 
But  the  very  fact  of  an  intention  of  going  to  Flushing  by  such  a 
course,  is,  as  it  is  suggested  by  nautical  men,  wholly  incredible.  A 
vessel  being  in  a  leaky  condition,  would  naturally  have  avoided  the 
Flemish  banks,  as  a  situation  of  farther  danger;  and  if  she  had 
wanted  a  pilot,  she  would  have  gone  on,  and  have  borne  down  after 
8he  had  got  past  Blankenberg.  Instead  of  pursuing  such  a  course,  this 
Tes:fel  is  found  within  a  mile  of  Ostend,  and  at  anchor  with  a  pilot 
OD  board.  It  is  suggested  by  those  who  are  well  acquainted  with 
the  coast  of  Ostend,  that  a  ship  in  a  leaky  condition  would  have  run 
greater  danger  by  approaching  that  port ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  believed 
that  a  pilot  would  have  brought  the  vessel  to  anchor  there,  with  a 
view  of  carrying  her  on  to  the  port  of  Flushing.  The  pilot, 
indeed,  contradicts  the  whole  of  this  pretence,  *  since  he  says,  [  *  33  ] 
•*  that  the  cargo  was  to  be  delivered  into  lighters  to  be  carried 
to  Ostend,"  and  that  supposition  is  strongly  confirmed  by  the  connec- 
tion which  the  merchant  of  Ostend  appears  by  the  papers  to  have 
bad  with  the  management  of  the  voyage.     As  to  the  leaky  condition 
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of  the  vessel,  and  the  credit  of  the  master  in  making  this  representa- 
tion, it  appears,  on  inspection,  that  the  vessel  made  only  six  inches  of 
water  in  twenty-four  hours,  and  that  she  was  cleared  by  the  pumps 
in  a  very  short  time  ;  that  part  of  his  excuse,  therefore,  is  completely 
contradicted.  As  to  the  other  pretext,  that  the  Eems  was  full  of  ice, 
that  will  not  afford  means  of  contradiction  of  so  precise  a  nature. 
But  it  is  understood  that  the  Eems  was  cleared  before  this  time,  and 
that  a  vessel  arrived  at  the  port  of  London  from  Embdcn  on  the  25tb 
February. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  argued  on  the  effect  of  the 
evidence,  as  to  the  situation  of  the  vessel  and  the  intention  of  run- 
ning ^into  Ostend,  and  contended,  that  if  the  vessel  had  come  to 
anchor  in  an  open  road  with  a  design  of  going  on,  it  could*  not,  on 
principle  of  law,  be  deemed  a  violation  of  the  blockade  of  that  port 

In  reply,  the  King's  Advocate  said,  that  the  ship  had  anchored  in  a 
situation,  where,  at  daylight,  she  would  have  been  under  the  protec- 
tion of  the  batteries. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  the  case  of  a  ship  taken  on  a  professed 
destination  to  Embden,  but  the  fact  is,  that  she  was  seized  in  Ostend 
Roads.  Every  witness  uses  the  same  expression,  "  Ostend  Roads;" 
and  I  understand  the  situation  of  the  vessel  to  have  been  at 
[  *  34  ]  *  no  great  distance  from  that  port.  The  term,  roads,  un- 
doubtedly, is  not  a  word  of  very  definite  meaning;  there 
may  be  roads  which  have  no  immediate  connection  with  any  parti- 
cular port,  as  the  Downs.  Other  roads  arc  so  connected  with  parti- 
cular ports  as  almost  to  form  part  of  them ;  and  these  two  descrip- 
tions of  roads  may  be  subject  to  very  different  considerations.  H  a 
ship  comes  into  the  Downs,  which  is  the  common  passage  and  high- 
way to  the  German  ocean,  and  to  different  parts  of  Europe,  it  would 
not  be  at  all  just  to  infer  from  the  mere  coming  there  that  she  is 
necessarily  coming  to  a  British  port.  But  if  the  roads  are  of  the 
other  species,  there  is  then  reason  to  conclude  that  a  ship  comes  there 
with  a  view  to  some  communication  with  that  particular  port 

From  the  description  given  of  the  roads  of  Ostend,  they  are,  I 
think,  to  be  taken  as  being  of  the  latter  species.  The  ship  was  lying 
within  a  sand,  and  within  the  protection  of  the  batteries,  and  in  a 
place,  as  I  conceive,  where  ships  of  large  burden  are  usually  unlivercd 
by  lighters,  as  the  more  commodious  method  of  delivering  their  ca^ 
goes  at  Ostend.     If  I  am  correct  in  that  view,  a  ship  going  thcie 
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muHt  be  considered  as  in  the  port  of  Ostcnd  ;  since,  for  Ihe  purpose  of 
enforcing  a  blockade,  it  is  not  necessary  to  restrict  the  meaning  of  the 
word  port  to  the  limits  of  the  particular  local  port  regulations,  which 
may  not  extend  beyond  the  pier-head.  A  belligerent  is  not  bound  to 
that  restricted  sense  of  the  word.  If  the  situation  of  the  vessel  is 
within  the  protection  of  the  batteries,  and  in  a  place  which  vessels 
usually  frequent  for  the  purpose  of  unlivery,  and  from  which  importa- 
tion into  Ustend  can  safely  be  eil'ected,  and  is  not  unusually  eflected, 
it  would  not  unreasonably  be  held  to  be  a  i)art  of  that  port. 
•  But  I  will  take  the  ease,  as  if  the  vessel  was  not  in  the  [  *  35  ] 
port,  but  only  near  to  it.  It  comes  then  to  be  considered 
how  far  a  neutral  ship  has  a  right  to  anchor  in  such  a  spot,  where  she 
may  have  an  opportunity  of  slipping  into  the  blockaded  port  with- 
out molestation.  It  will  not  be  necessary,  in  the  present  case,  to  lay 
down  a  general  principle  on  this  point,  but  I  am  disposed  to  agree  to 
a  position  advanced  in  argument,  that  a  belligerent  is  not  called  upon 
to  admit,  that  neutral  ships  can  innocently  place  themselves  in  a 
situation  where  they  may  with  impunity  break  the  blockade  when- 
ever they  please.  If  the  belligiTcnt  country  has  a  right  to  impose  a 
blockade,  it  must  be  justified  in  the  necessary  means  of  enforcing 
that  right;  and  if  a  vrsst'l  could,  under  tht?  |)retencc  of  going  farther, 
approach,  cypres,  close  up  to  the  blockaded  |)ort,  so  as  to  be  enabled 
to  slip  in  without  obstruction,  it  would  be  impossible  that  any  block- 
ade could  be  maintained.  It  would,  1  think,  be  no  unfair  rule  of  evi- 
dence, to  hold,  as  a  presum|)tion  de  jure^  that  she  goes  there  with  an 
intention  of  breaking  the  blocka<le ;  and  if  such  an  inference  may 
possibly  operate  with  severity  in  particular  cases,  where  the  parties 
are  innocent  in  their  intentions,  it  is  a  severity  necessarily  connected 
with  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  ess(»ntial  to  the  ell'ectual  exercise  of 
this  right  of  war. 

I  do  not,  however,  lay  down  the  general  rule  on  the  present  occa- 
sion, as  I  think  it  is  not  rendered  necessary  by  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.     I  will  take  it  on  the  point  contended^  for,  that,  notwith- 
standing the  suspicions  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  situation,  it 
might  still  be  open  to  the  parties  to  show  the  innocence  of  their 
intention  by  clear  and  satisfactory  evidence,  and  to  exone- 
fate  •  themselves  from  the  penalty  of  the  law.     We  will   [  *  30  ] 
suppose  the  question  to  be  only  as  to  the  innocence  of  inten- 
tion.    To  determine  that,  1  must  consider  the  motives  assigned  for 
the  course  which  has  been  pursued.     The  voyage  was  originally  to 
Embden.     What  produced  the  deviation  ?     The  master,  in  his  depo- 
sition, states  "  that  the  ship*s  course  was  directed  towards  Embden 
till  the  6th  of  February,  when  she  spoke  a  small  vessel,  which  informed 
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them  that  the  Eems  was  full  of  ice,  which  induced  him  to  go  to 
Ostend  to  get  a  pilot,  as  it  was  necessary,  on  account  of  the  water 
made  by  the  ship,  that  she  should  be  taken  into  a  place  of  safety." 
This  necessity  seems  afterwards  to  be  a  little  disclaimed,  since,  in  his 
affidavit,  he  says  that  he  "  should  have  gone  on  to  Embden  but  for  the 
information  received  as  to  the  state  of  the  Eems  ; "  and  another  wit- 
ness, I  observe,  states,  "  that  they  went  to  get  a  pilot  for  Flushing." 
Now,  the  first  question  which  I  wish  to  propose  to  these  gentle- 
men, is.  Whether  this  was  natural  conduct  to  be  pursued  by  a  person 
in  such  a  situation  ?     I  confess  it  appears  to  me,  from  the  little  judg- 
ment which  I  can  exercise  on  such  subjects,  that  it  was  not    It 
might,  I  conceive,  rather  have  been  expected,  that  the  master  wonkl 
have  gone  on  to  some  other  ports,  as,  to  the  Texel,  where  he  might 
have  waited  till  the  Eems  was  open.     It  appears  to  me  to  be  perfectly 
unnatural  that  he  should  have  made  choice  of  such  a  port  as  Flash- 
ing, which  is  of  intricate  navigation,  and  not  so  accessible  as  the 
Texel,  to  which  he  might  have  gone  through  an  open  sea.    The 

second  question  which  I  have  to  propose,  not  as  a  questioD 
[  *  37  ]  'of  nice  nautical  skill,  but  as  a  point  to  be  *  decided  by  the 

natural  conduct  of  maritime  men  of  ordinary  prudence,  is, 
Whether  it  was  a  prudent  and  natural  course  that  the  master  should 
have  resorted  to  such  a  port  as  Ostend,  for  the  mere  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  pilot  for  Flushing  ?  And  I  must  request  you,  gentlemen, 
to  consider  it  with  reference  to  every  thing  which  you  may  have  read 
or  heard  in  evidence,  as  arising  from  the  state  of  the  winds  and  the 
weather,  and  from  other  circumstances,  with  the  effect  of  which  I 
may  be  little  acquainted,  that  might  render  it  a  measure  to  which  t 
man  of  ordinary  habits  of  prudence  would  be  likely  to  resort' 

The  Trinity  Masters  reported  it  to  be  their  opinion  that  a  master 
ought  not  to  have  gone  to  Ostend  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a  pilot 
to  Flushing;  that  if  there  had  been  a  leak,  as  was  represented, be 
should  not  have  stood  in  within  the  banks  for  a  pilot. 

The  Court  proceeded  —  That  being  the  case,  I  am  warranted  to 
pronounce  the  excuse  alleged  not  to  be  justifiable.  It  will  be  unne- 
cessary for  me  to  consider  the  other  question,  as  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  ship  had  been  brought  into  this  situation  not  with  any  honest 
intention,  but  for  the  purpose  of  importing  her  cargo  into  Ostend. 

Ship  and  cargo  condemned. 
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*  The  Vriendsciiap,  Hansen,  master.  [  *  ^  ] 

May  25,  1805. 

Act    Constrnction.    A  British  ship,  unclaimed,  docnmentcd  as  neutral,  bat  with  a 
paper  on  board  suggesting  an  enemy's  interest,  restored  on  talrage. 

Tois  was  the  case  of  a  British  prize  ship  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
Dankirk  to  Ostcnd,  both  being  blockaded  ports.  No  claim  was  given 
for  the  vessel  on  the  part  of  the  neutral  owner,  in  whose  name  the 
Tes^l  was  documented.  But,  on  behalf  of  the  former  British  pro- 
prietor, it  was  prayed  that  she  might  be  restored  to  him  on  salvage, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King's  Advocate  observed —  That 
the  vessel  was  documented  as  neutral  property ;  that  the  proceedings 
igaiost  her  were  had  on  the  ground  of  breaking  the  blockade ;  that, 
in  such  a  case,  she  would  be  condemned  as  neutral  property,  and  that 
no  room  was  aflbrded  for  the  operation  of  the  clause  of  the  Prize  Act 
vhich  related  only  to  British  property  recaptured  from  the  enemy. 

On  the  other  side,  Arnold  adverted  to  a  paper  found  on  board, 
eipres«ing  "  a  design  of  setting  out  the  vessel  under  a  neutral  name 
br  the  benefit  of  a  person  at  Ostend,"  and  contended  that  this  dis- 
tovrry  was  sunicimt  to  overturn  the  mere  formal  description  of  neu- 
tnl  property,  and  that  the  court  would  be  at  liberty  to  consider  the 
pTDpcrty  as  residing  in  the  i>erson  at  Ostend. 

The  Kinffs  Advocate  acquiesced  in  this  suggestion. 

The  CoLBT  decreed  the  ship  to  be  restored  to  the  former  British 
OToer.  on  payment  of  the  salvage,  the  expenses  on  both  sides  being 
IrtX  deducted. 


TOL.    VI. 
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[•39]  •INSTANCE   COURT. 

The  Eleanor,  Robertson,  master. 

May  25,  1805. 

Jnrisdiction.    Salvage  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.    Leigh  Middle  Sand,  if  within  the  joriidk- 

tion  of  the  Court  of  Conienrancj,  or  within  the  coonty.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  demand  for  salvage  for  services  alleged  to 
have  been  rendered  to  the  vessel  on  the  Leigh  Middle  Sand,  on  the 
coast  of  Essex.  On  the  part  of  the  owners,  the  act  on  petition  stated 
the  place  of  salvage  to  have  been  not  the  Leigh  Middle,  bat  the 
Chapman  Sand,  which  was  alleged  to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  of  Conservancy  of  the  city  of  London.  On  the  other  side, 
it  was  denied  that  the  Leigh  Middle  Sand  was  within  the  jorisdio* 
tion  of  the  Court  of  Conservancy  of  London. 

On  the  effect  of  this  plea,  the  Court  observed  —  It  is  not  enough 
to  aver,  on  the  part  of  the  salvors,  that  the  place  of  action  is  not 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  London ;  it  may  still  be  within 
the  body  of  the  county. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners,  Arnold  stated  —  That,  in  the  case  of 
The  Hercules,^  a  prohibition  had  been  obtained  as  to  the  Black  Tail 
Sand,  a  spot  two  or  three  miles  lower  down  than  either  of  the  sands 
alleged  in  the  present  case. 

On  the  part  of  the  salvors,  the  King^s  Advocate.    It  is 
[*40  ]  contended,  on  our  part,  that  the  limit  of  •the  jurisdiction 
of  the  city  of  London  is,  also,  the  limit  of  the  river, 


1  [Courts  of  Admiralty  in  the  United  States  have  jurisdiction  within  the  ebb  and 
flow  of  the  tide.    Waring  v.  Clarke,  5  How.  441.] 

*  Baxter  and  others  against  Reeder,  in  the  ship  Hercules.  All  the  particulan  of 
that  cause  that  can  be  collected,  as  the  case  is  not  reported,  are,  that  a  libel  had  been 
given  in  ;  but,  on  rule  being  granted  to  show  cause  why  a  prohibition  should  not  issue, 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  abstained  from  further  proceeding.*  The  case  was  contested, 
and  the  party  was  ordered  to  declare  in  prohibition,  but  what  passed  at  the  hearing  ii 
not  known.  The  plaintiffs  adcrwards  obtained  a  verdict  at  Guildhall,  December  Ui 
1792.  This  information  is  extracted  from  the  papers  of  the  gentleman  who  was  pio^ 
tor  for  the  salvors  in  that  case,  and  was  restrained. 

*  Adm.  Inst  B.,  4th  December,  1798. 
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that  this  service  was  beyond  both.  If  the  Court  of  Admiralty  does 
not  entertain  the  demand,  it  is  to  be  feared  that  the  salvors  may  be 
left  without  redress. 

Court.  They  may  go  to  the  magistrates  of  the  county.  I  cer- 
tainly shall  not  decide  the  case  upon  the  present  vague  statement  of 
the  evidence,  as  to  the  place  where  the  cause  of  action  occurred. 
The  locality  is  every  thing.  I  should,  at  all  events,  require  the  facts 
to  be  better  examined.  If  it  is  true,  as  stated,  that  a  prohibition  has 
been  granted  as  to  a  place  below  these  sands,  the  salvors  will  only 
incur  unnecessary  trouble  and  expense  by  pursuing  the  demand  fur- 
ther in  this  court. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  Arnold  prayed  that  the  owners  might  be 
dismissed. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  said  that  the  cause  had  been  adjourned 
for  further  inquiry,  and  for  the  supply  of  more  accurate  information; 
that  none  had  been  obtained  ;  that  the  salvors  had  oflbrcd  to  refer  the 
demand  to  arbitration,  even  to  the  counsel  on  the  other  side,  but  the 
owners  would  not  consent  to  any  mode  of  arbitration. 

Arnold.  We  have  not  been  able  to  examine  the  master  as  to  the 
place  of  salvage,  but  there  is  a  draft  drawn  by  him  for  assistance 
leceived,  expressly,  on  the  Chapman  Sand. 

Coi'RT.  I  shall  not  dismiss  the  parties,  but  I  shall  require  all  the 
ctrcumstanees  of  the  case  to  be  well  examined  before  I  am  pressed 
to  make  any  decree  upon  them. 


•  TuE  Nostra  Sionora  de  Piedade  Novo  Aurora.      [*41  ] 

Coelho,  master. 

Jane  12,  1805. 

to  Spain.    Instructions,  Febrnary  l*r,  1805,  appljinf?  to  com  carried  bctwocn  different 
ports  of  Spain,  as  well  as  to  cases  of  immediate  importation. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Portuguese  ship  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
8l  Audero  to  Cadiz  oy  Seville,  with  a  cargo  of  wheat  and  flour, 
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twelve  dozen  of  oars,  and  six  quintals  of  ochre.     The  cargo  was 
claimed  as  free  under  the  Portuguese  treaty  (1654.) 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinson 
objected  —  That  the  privilege  of  the  treaty  could  not  be  taken  to 
extend  to  the  present  case,  since  it  applied  solely  to  the  question  of 
enemy's  property,  without  including  a  protection  against  the  breach 
of  any  principles  of  law  then  existing,  or  that  might  be  supposed  to 
arise  out  of  the  regulations  of  any  future  period  ;  that  it  would  not 
apply  to  cases  depending  on  the  privileges  of  a  peculiar  trade,  such 
as  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy ;  that,  in  the  present  instance,  the 
voyage  was  of  that  nature,  being  from  one  Spanish  port  to  another, 
with  the  additional  circumstance  of  false  papers,  since  the  cargo  was 
documented  as  the  property  of  the  master,  though  he,  in  his  depo- 
sition, disclaimed  any  interest  in  it. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Bumaby  contended  —  That  the 
privilege  of  free  ship,  free  goods,  when  allow^ed,  was  allowed  as  wcH 

in  coasting  voyages  as  in  any  other  course  of  trade  ;  that  this 
[  *42  ]  point  was  decided  as  to  the  extent  of  privilege  under  •the 

Dutch  treaty  ;  ^  that  the  present  cargo  was  farther  protected 
by  the  instructions  of  his  Majesty  in  council,  1st  February,  1805, 
which  direct  "  the  commanders  of  our  ships  of  war  and  privateers 
not  to  molest  any  neutral  vessel  laden  solely  with  grain,  and  going  to 
Spain,  to  whomsoever  the  said  grain  may  belong,  unless  it  be  brought 
from,  or  be  destined  to,  a  blockaded  port." 

In  reply,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Robinson  said  ^—  That  in  the 
Dutch  cases,  the  principle  of  law  depended  upon  the  stipulations  of 
treaty,  in  which  this  article  was  connected  with  another  that  allowed 
a  free  traf&c  between  the  ports  of  the  enemy,  especially  recognized 
and  confirmed  as  to  its  meaning,  in  an  explanatory  article,^  signed  by 
Sir  W.  Temple,  at  the  Hague,  30th  December,  1675.  With  regaid 
to  the  king's  instruction,  it  was  observed  that  they  related  only  to  i 


*  The  Yonge  Jan,  Block,  master,  and  other  vessels  taken  under  convoy  of  two 
French  frigates,  going  from  Port  Louis  to  the  Texel,  Lords,  February,  1 759.  In  t 
note  to  an  old  case,  (The  Vriendachap,)  it  is  stated  that  the  question  upon  the  coo- 
stniction  of  the  treaty  with  the  Dutch,  whether  a  Dutch  ship,  bound  from  one  enemy'i 
port  to  another  encmy*s  port,  should  protect  the  cargo,  was  solemnly  dctennincd  ia 
favor  of  the  claim,  by  the  Court  of  Appeal,  the  Lord  Chancellor  present,  in  the  can 
of  The  Catharina  Joanna,  from  Cadiz  to  Dunkirk,  28th  June,  1746. 

^  Chalmer's  Coll.  of  Treaties,  vol.  i.  p.  191. 
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sapply  of  corn  going  to  the  kingdom  of  Spain,  namely,  to  cases  of 
importation ;  that  this  could  not  be  deemed  a  case  of  im- 
portation, being  only  a  voyage  from  one  Spanish  *  port  to   [  *43  ] 
another,  which  might  be  made  subservient  to  the  purposes 
of  the  internal  trade  of  Spain,  in  other  articles  besides  corn,  as,  in 
the  present  instance,  in  carrying  articles  for  naval  use. 

Judgment. 

Sib  W.  Scott.  This  case  may  be  determined  without  deciding 
any  thing  as  to  the  treaty,  on  the  quality  of  the  cargo,  and  the  instruc- 
ticos  which  have  issued  for  the  protection  of  corn  going  to  Spain. 
The  present  cargo  consists  of  5,514  fanegas  of  wheat,  and  seventy 
barrels  of  flour.  These  constitute  the  cargo;  and  although  there 
were  on  board  some  other  small  articles,  as  twelve  dozen  of  oars,  and 
six  quintals  of  red  ochre,  they  are  not  material,  I  think,  to  affect  the 
privilege  of  the  principal  cargo,  being  corn,  going,  under  the  humane 
permission  of  his  Majesty,  to  an  enemy  afflicted  with  famine  and 
pestilence  at  the  same  time.  It  is  objected,  that  this  cargo  does  not 
come  under  the  literal  terms  of  the  instructions,  which  are  described 
to  be  for  the  importation  of  corn,  dec.  But  it  would,  in  my  opinion, 
be  no  more  than  the  fair  interpretation  of  the  humane  intention  of 
these  instructions,  to  consider  them  as  extending  as  well  to  the 
distribution  of  corn  between  the  provinces  of  Spain,  as  to  an  impor- 
tation directly  from  any  other  country.  Indeed  the  indulgence  would 
be  in  a  great  measure  fruitless  without  tiiis  construction.  If  cargoes 
on  board  neutral  ships  are  entitled  to  protection,  in  coming  from  the 
north  of  Europe  to  the  northern  ports  of  Spain,  they  are  to  be  pro- 
tected also,  by  the  spirit  of  the  same  instructions,  in  being  distributed 
afterwards  between  the  provinces  of  that  kingdom.  I  am 
therefore  disposed  to  hold  this  cargo  entitled  to  *  protection  [  *  44  ] 
unless  the  privilege  shall  have  been  forfeited  by  any  fraudu- 
lent or  improper  conduct ;  since  every  grant  of  this  kind  must  be 
fairly  and  honorably  acted  upon  ;  and  if  fraud  is  interposed,  and  the 
parties  resort  to  subterfuges  of  ill  faith  for  their  protection,  they  may 
jostly  be  considered  to  have  forfeited  all  iH'neiit  from  the  special  in- 
dnlgencc  which  has  been  granted  to  them. 

It  is  objected  on  this  head,  that  the  pa{)ers  are  false,  and  that  there 
has  been  a  gross  misrepresentation  of  the  property,  f^incc  the  bills  of 
lading  express  the  account  and  risk  of  the  master;  and  there  are 
other  papers  which  seem  to  describe  the  outward  cargo  as  having 
been  sold  for  him.  This  latter  paper  does  not  appear  to  be  signed 
by  him,  and  therefore  it  does  not  necessarily  affect  him.  The  bill  of 
lading  is  rather  a  stronger  document.    But  when  the  master  comes 


o  * 
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to  his  examination,  he  gives  a  fair  account  of  the  whole  matter,  so  as 
to  induce  me  to  suppose,  that  the  description  in  the  bill  of  lading 
must  have  originated  in  misapprehension.     The  paper  is  certified,  I 
observe,  by  Mr.  O'Brien,  the  British  agent.     The  master,  considering 
him  in  his  public  character,  might,  perhaps,  think  that  what  was 
done  before  him  was  conformable  to  the  regulations  of  this  country. 
Under  these  circumstances  he  may  be  supposed  to  have  signed  the 
paper,  either  without  knowing  its  contents,  or  at  least  without  any 
intention  of  imposing  upon  British  cruisers,  and  British  courts  of 
justice.     It  would  be  treating  him  too  harshly  to  pronounce  that  be 
has  forfeited  the  benefit  of  the  instructions  by  this  conducts     I  shaO 
therefore  restore  the  property,  but  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  cap 
tor's  expenses,  owing  to  the  false  description  which  has  been  given  of 
this  transaction  in  the  ship's  papers. 


[  •  45  ]     •  The  Purissima  Conception,  Ancres,  master. 

June  17, 1805. 

Prize  Act.    Kcstitution  or  Salvage.    Construction  as  to  a  British  prize  ship,  recaptured 
from  Spaniards,  bat  purchased  of  the  French  before  Spanish  hostilities.    British  claim 
rejected. 
[A  condemnation  of  a  prize,  lying  in  a  neutral  port  upheld.]  i 
[Only  the  neutral  stat  j  can  set  up  the  objection  of  a  violation  of  neutral  territory.] 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Spanish  vessel  which  had  been  formerly  a 
British  ship  taken  by  the  French,  and  sold  to  the  Spanish  owner 
before  the  commencement  of  hostilities  between  Great  Britain  and 
Spain.  A  claim  was  given  for  restitution  on  salvage  on  behalf  of 
Mathew  Warren,  the  former  British  proprietor. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kitig's  Advocate  contended  —  That 
the  restitution  of  British  property,  directed  by  the  Prize  Act,  did  not 
apply  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case ;  that  it  related  to 
captures  and  recaptures,  which  should  be  made  during  the  time  of 
hostilities  with  the  state,  from  which  the  property  was  finally  reco- 
vered ;  that  in  this  case  the  property  had  been  duly  seized  and 
converted,  and  acquired  by  the  Spaniard,  whilst  Spain  was  in  a  state 


I  [See  The  Ilcnric  and  Maria,  4  C.  Bob.  43,  and  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeil, 
6  C.  Rob.  138,  note.] 
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of  neutrality  as  to  thi.s  country;  that  it  was  to  be  considered,  there- 
fore, in  the  light  of  all  other  Spanish  property ;  and  the  subsequent 
capture  by  a  British  cruiser  would  enure  to  the  benefit  of  the  captor 
only,  without  revesting  any  interest  in  the  former  British  proprietor. 

On  the  part  of  the  former  British  proprietor,  Laurence  said  —  That 
if  the  court  was  of  opinion  that  this  property  was  not  capable  of 
being  restored  under  the  general  provisions  of  the  clause  of  the  Prize 
Act,  there  was  still  another  ground  on  which  the  interest  of  the 
former  owner  might  be  supported ;  since  it  was  suggested  that  the 
▼essci  had  not  been  carried  into  a  French  port  at  the  time  of  the 
capture  l)y  the  French,  but  that  she  had  been  taken  to  Algesiras,  and 
bad  not  been  legally  condemned. 

•  Jl'DGMKNT.  [  *  46  ] 

Sir  \V.  Scott.  On  the  general  question  of  law,  I 
flbould  be  dispoi«ed  to  iiold  that  a  vessel  taken  by  the  enemy,  and 
condemned,  and  th<-n  sold  to  a  neutral  person,  would  be  completely 
converted,  and  that  the  character  of  the  vessel  so  impressed  would 
not  be  dive.sted  in  favor  of  the  former  British  owner  by  subsequent 
bostilities.  If  it  appear.-*,  however,  that  the  vessel  was  not  carried 
into  a  French  port  at  the  time  of  capture,  that  circumstance  may  be 
suflicient  to  shake  the*  presum|)ti()n  that  would  otherwi.se  arise  in 
favor  of  a  legal  condiMunation.  I  will,  tlierefore,  permit  the  British 
proprietor  to  give  proof  as  to  the  d<.'fect  of  condemnation,  if  he  has  it 
in  his  power.  I  shall  also  permit  the  captor  to  produce  evidence  on 
that  point. 

On  a  subsequent  day^  this  case  came  before  the  court  again,  on 
proof  of  the  sentence  of  condemnation  whicli  appeared  to  have  passed 
in  the  Court  of  Prize  at  Paris,  on  examinations  taken  before  the 
governor  of  Algesiras,  and  in  which  it  was  recited,  "that  the  vessel 
wafl  an  Englisir  ship,  captured  within  a  mile  of  the  Spanish  coast,  on 
a  voyage  from  England  to  Malta.'' 

On  these  facts  Laurence  contended  —  That  the  sentence  disclosed 
a  ground  of  nullity  on  the  face  of  it ;  that  a  French  Court  of  Prize 
could  not  proceed  on  examinations  taken  before  the  magistrate  of  a 
neutral  country;  that  in  this  respect  the  sentence  was  more  defec- 
tive than  those  of  the  Frencli  Consular  Courts  in  Norway,  in  which 
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the  whole  proceedings,  such  as  they  were,  had  passed  under  the  pre- 
tended authority  of  the  belligerent  nation ;    that  the   examination 
recited  another  fact  also  which  ought  to  have  prevented  the  capture 
altogether,  and  have  entitled  the  vessel  to  protection,  since 
[  •  47  ]  •  it  was  declared  to  have  been  taken  within  the  distance 
from  the  coast  of  Spain  to  which  the  protection  of  territory 
extends. 

Judgment. 
I  do  not  see  sufficient  reason  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of 
The  Henric  and  Maria,^  which,  I  understand,  is  yet  suspended  foi 
sentence  before  the  Court  of  Appeal.  Although  the  ground  of  that 
decision,  in  this  court,  was  not  such  as  I  should  have  approved  ifl 
principle,  if  it  had  not  been  in  some  measure  forced  upon  me  by  the 
practice  of  my  predecessors,  it  is  the  rule  to  which  I  shall  adhere, 
until  the  Superior  Court  has  given  a  decision  upon  it  As  to  the 
other  point,  that  the  ship  ought  to  have  received  protection  from  the 
Spanish  government,  it  does  appear,  undoubtedly,  on  the  face  of  tiie 
sentence,  that  the  capture  was  made  in  a  place  where  the  laws  of 
amity  and  good  faith  would  impose  a  duty  of  protection  upon  the 
Spanish  government.  But  it  is  a  known  principle  of  this  court,  that 
the  privilege  of  territory  will  not  itself  enure  to  the  protection  of 
property,  unless  the  state  from  which  that  protection  is  due,  steps 
forward  to  assert  the  right  In  this  instance  the  government,  from 
which  the  protection  was  undoubtedly  due,  did  not  think  proper  to 
vindicate  those  rights ;  and  it  is  not  competent  to  the  party  to  whom 
the  property  belongs  to  avail  himself  of  the  plea.  I  must  therefore 
pronounce  this  ship  to  have  belonged  to  the  Spanish  owner  at  the 
time  of  capture,  as  property  acquired  jure  belli  by  the  French  captor, 
and  duly  transferred,  before  the  commencement  of  hostilities  between 
this  country  and  Spain.  The  title  of  the  British  proprietor  being 
divested,  the  ship  must  be  condemned  as  prize  to  the  captor. 


1  [4  C.  Rob.  43.] 
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•  Several  Dutch  Schuyts.^  [  *  48  ] 

Jmc  18,  1805. 

Bead-monrj.    Ships  of  war,  how  considered ;  commission  of  war  required  to  entitle  captors 

to  head-money. 

Tub  KiMff*s  Advocate  stated  —  That  these  were  armed  vessels  taken 
firom  the  enemy,  and  described  as  transports;  but  that  it  was  doubted 
whether  this  description  would  entitle  the  captors  to  the  reward  of 
head-money,  under  the  Prize  Act,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  ships 
bad  any  commission  of  war. 

Ck>CBT.  They  may  be  armed  only  for  their  own  defence ;  as  they 
have  no  commission  to  act  offensively,  they  cannot  be  considered 
legally  as  ships  of  war,  to  the  efl'ect  of  entitling  the  captors  to  head- 
money. 

Pronounced  —  Not  due. 

So  in  the  case  of  a  Spanish  ship,  4th  July,  armed  as  a  packet, 
belonged  to  the  king  of  Spain. 

The  Court  said  —  That  it  did  not  come  within  the  description  of 
ships  for  which  head-money  was  due.  That  it  was  necessary  that 
the  vessel  should  have  been  a  commissioned  vessel  of  war,  to  warrant 
the  court  to  pronounce  for  head-money  under  the  act  of  parliament. 


I  [Other  cases  as  to  head-money  arc  Lc  Francha,  1  C.  Rob.  157 ;  L'Alcrtc,  6  C. 
Rob.  238 ;  La  Bellonc,  2  I)o<l.  343  ;  Two  Gun-boat^  2  Ilajij;,  Ad.  R.  408 ;  Tho  San 
Joseph,  0  (\  Hob.  :i3l ;  I/IIi*nuUs  1  IIa{;<.%  Ad.  K.  211  ;  The  Santa  Bri^ada,  3  C. 
Bob.  60;  The  Matilda,  1  Dixl  3G7;  Tho  Clorindo,  1  Dod.  1:19  ;  The  T^uisa,  Id.  112; 
Tbe  Uranie,  2  Dod.  172;  LaLune,  1  Uagg,  Ad.  K.  SIO;  the  £1  Kayo,  1  Dod.  43; 
TW  ViUe,  2  Dod.  303.] 
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The  Susanna,  Smith,  master. 

Jane  20,  18«6. 
Monition  to  proceed  to  adjudication  for  a  prize  vessel  lost  at  sea,  lapse  of  time,  &c.  fte.' 

Tins  was  a  case  on  a  monition  prayed  against  the  captain  of  hii 

Majesty's  ship  Arab,  to  proceed  to  adjudication  on  a  vessel 

[  *  49  ]  and  her  cargo,  which  had  *  been  seized  as  prize  by  Tfce 

Arab,  in  September,  1799,  and   had  been  upset  and  M 

under  the  management  of  the  prize-master,  owing  to  his  assoted 

misconduct,  in  crowding  too  great  a  press  of  sail,  to  join.in  chase  of 

another  vessel,  which  The  Arab  was  then  pursuing. 

On  the  pjirt  of  the  captain  of  The  Arab,  the  Eing^s  Advoeak, 
This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  captors  arc  bound  to  proceed  to  adj* 
dication,  since  the  vessel  has  not  been  carried  into  port.  The  Pirae 
Act  imposes  this  duty  on  all  captors  bringing  prizes  into  port  Until 
that  time,  if  a  vessel  is  lost,  without  any  imputation  of  blame  on  the 
captors,  they  arc  entitled  to  be  dismissed  without  instituting  proceed- 
ings. The  grounds  on  which  this  suggestion  is  made  are,  besides^ 
not  suflicjent  in  point  of  evidence  to  support  the  charge,  since  tbwe 
is  nothing  more  than  the  affidavit  of  the  correspondent  in  Londoo 
averring  his  belief  that  the  facts  alleged  are  true.  It  is  to  be  remem- 
bered also,  that  the  act  complained  of  happened  so  long  ago  as  179^ 
during  the  last  war,  and  that  no  satisfactory  cause  has  been  assigned- 
why  the  owner  has  not  prosecuted  his  demand  before.  It  would, 
therefore,  be  necessary  to  show  that  due  diligence  had  been  n^ed. 
Nothing  to  that  effect  is  produced,  but  an  apology  that  the  owner 
had  delayed  to  enter  his  complaint,  on  account  of  the  embairassed 
state  of  his  own  circumstances  and  his  ignorance  of  the  law.  If  the 
facts  alleged  were  to  be  examined  now  on  the  representation  of  the 
claimant,  they  would  fail  to  make  out  a  case  of  miscondact,  of 
unjustifiable  seizure,  which  would  be  necessary  to  fix  the  captor  with 

a  responsibility  for  this  loss.     No  papers  are  produced  to 
[  *  50  ]  establish  this  point,  *  whether  the  seizure  was  justifiable,  or 

not,  on  which  the  whole  of  the  application  must  depend 
As  to  mismanagement,  the  general  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the 
captors,  who  must  be  supposed  to  act  with  a  due  regard  to  their  owB 


[See  The  Madonna  del  Burso,  4  C.  Bob.  169.] 
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safety,  and  the  preservation  of  the  property  which  they  were  pre- 
pared to  eonsidcr  as  their  own.  Under  these  circumstances  the  court 
will  not  think  itself  bound  to  call  on  the  captor  to  proceed  to  adjudi- 
cation. 

In  support  of  the  motion,  Laurence  and  Sicabcy.  The  distinction 
to  property  not  brought  into  port,  is  not  maintainable.  Captors 
equally  charged  with  responsibility  for  property  seized  as  prize 
from  the  moment  of  detention.  From  that  moment  the  act  is  either 
a  justifiable  or  a  wrongful  act.  The  captors  art*  the  persons  in  pos- 
session of  the  goods,  and  of  the  papers  by  which  the  legality  of  the 
seizure  is  to  be  tried,  and  the  only  method  of  ascertaining  that  point 
is,  by  proceeding  to  adjudication.  On  principle  of  law,  therefore,  no 
distinction  can  be  maintained  as  to  the  fact,  whether  the  ship  is 
brought  into  port  or  not.  The  captors  arc  in  either  case  equally 
bound  to  proceed  for  their  own  justification.  As  to  the  objection 
arising  from  the  la|)se  of  time  which  has  intervened,  that  also  is 
lepeUed,  by  observing,  that  the  papers  have  been  in  possession  of  the 
captors,  and  that  the  delay  in  instituting  earlier  proceedings  was  a 
neglect  of  duty  on  their  part,  rather  than  any  laches  to  be  imputed 
lo  the  claimant.  It  is  not  to  be  understood,  however,  that  there  has 
been  all  this  intermission  on  the  part  of  the  claimant,  lie  proceeded, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  make  tht;  lo<s  a  matter  of  representa- 
tion to  his  own  *  government,  and  it  was  not  until  he  had  [  *  ^1  ] 
an  opportunity  of  consulting  Mr.  Pinckney,  that  he  was 
advised  to  make  his  application  to  this  court. 

Judgment. 
Sib  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  call  on  one  of  the  king^s  officers  to  pro- 
seed  to  adjudication  on  a  ship,  which  was  seized  almost  six  years 
ago.  The  fact  on  which  the  application  is  made,  is  therefont  of  a 
very  antiquated  date ;  at  the  same  time  I  will  not  say,  that  mere  time 
alone  would  be  an  absolute  bar,  if  the  claimant  had  shown  that  he 
had  used  due  diligence,  and  that  he  had  been  prevented  by  circum« 
stances  of  inevitable  and  incurable  necessity  from  prosecuting  his 
demand  in  due  time.  The  affidavit  on  which  the  motion  is  intro- 
dooed,  states  only,  '^  that  the  ship  was  seized  as  prize  at  sea ;  that  cer- 
tain persons  were  put  on  board;  that  the  kiiig*s  ship  parted  in  chase 
of  another  vessel;  that  this  schooner  joined  in  the  chase,  and  by  carry- 
ing too  much  sail  was  upset  and  lost.'^  The  vessel  was  not  brought 
into  port.  The  obligation  on  the  captors  to  institute  proceedings 
may,  therefore,  I  think,  be  held  not  to  attach  quite  so  strongly  as 
when  a  ship  is  brought  into  port,  when  the  captor  lias  taken  complete 
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possession,  and  is  bound  by  the  express  directions  of  the  Prize  Act  to 
proceed  to  adjudication.  Whilst  the  ship  is  at  sea,  he  may  delibe- 
rate, and,  after  mature  investigation,  discharge  himself  of  the  custody. 
He  may  remain  liable  for  misconduct  in  having  detained  at  sea,  but 
the  obligation  to  proceed,  in  the  direct  question  of  prize,  is  not  so 
imperative  upon  him  as  in  a  case  where  the  vessel  is  actually  bronght 

in.     If  any  inconvenience  is  to  be  apprehended  from  delay, 
[  *  52  ]  that  will  be  sufficiently  counteracted  by  the  *  opportuni^ 

which  the  other  party  has  of  instituting  proceedings,  and  d 
calling  upon  the  captor  to  compensate  for  the  detention,  under  anotber 
form  than  that  of  a  prize  proceeding.  Under  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case,  I  cannot  say  that  any  laches  is  imputable  to  tk 
captor,  still  less  such  as  will  remove  the  imputation  of  delay  that  is 
chargeable  on  the  other  party.  The  onus  lay  upon  the  claimant  Be 
ought  to  have  proceeded,  and  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  affi- 
davit of  Mr.  Thompson  states,  "  that  the  vessel  had  been  seized  as 
prize,"  though  the  accuracy  of  that  expression  may  be  a  little  doubted, 
since  I  see  that,  on  the  next  day,  after  overhauling  the  vessel,  the  cargo 
was  directed  to  be  stowed  again,  as  if  all  deliberation  was  not  ovefi 
and  as  if  the  act  of  seizure  had  not  definitively  taken  place.  The 
ship  and  cargo  might  have  been  liberated,  but  The  Arab  chased,  and 
this  schooner  was  made  to  join  in  the  pursuit.  That  was  an  impro- 
per act,  undoubtedly,  because,  if  you  seize  a  neutral  vessel  for  the  pur- 
pose of  examination  and  search,  you  have  no  right  to  employ  that 
vessel  as  an  instrument  of  capturing  other  vessels  before  adjudication. 
But  by  whom  was  this  done  ?  It  is  stated,  in  the  affidavit,  "  to  have 
been  done  by  the  prize-master,  and  the  men  put  on  board."  I  do  ■ 
not  say  that  Captain  Capel  would  be  entirely  exonerated  on  that  j 
account ;  because,  if  the  persons  were  put  on  board  by  his  authority, 
he  might,  upon  strict  principles  of  law,  be  answerable  for  the  proper 
execution  of  his  orders.  But  it  is  something  to  be  considered,  in  a 
cause  depending  so  much  upon  circumstances,  that  the  ground  of 
complaint  is  not  a  matter  personally  imputable  to  the  oflicer,  against 

whom  the  demand  for  reparation  is  now  made.     Then,  as 
[  •  53  ]  to  the  point  at  issue,  *  whether  the  loss  was  occasioned  by 

too  great  a  press  of  sail  ?  I  can  perceive  very  great  diffi- 
culty in  arriving  at  any  satisfactory  conclusion  on  a  question  so  pro- 
pounded, and  under  the  contradictory  evidence,  which  the  court  must 
expect  to  receive  upon  it,  at  the  distance  of  six  years.  If  the  ques- 
tion had  come  before  the  court,  recenti  facio^  it  would  even  then  have 
been  surrounded  with  considerable  difficulties;  but  when  it  is  brought 
before  me  at  the  distance  of  six  years,  though  time  alone  will  not 
operate  as  a  bar,  yet  in  conjunction  with  the  conduct  of  the  party, 
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and  the  increased  diflScnlties  that  would  attend  the  case,  if  entertained, 
it  may  not  improperly  produce  that  effect.  It  would  impose  a  most 
anjuat  burden  on  Captain  Capel,  at  this  distance  of  time,  to  call  on 
him  to  answer  to  a  charge  of  such  minuteness  as  that  which  I  have 
stated,  when  his  officers  and  crew  arc  all  dispersed,  and  the  material 
point  of  the  inquiry  is  not  suggested  to  have  passed  under  his  own 
immediate  knowledge  or  observation.  That  the  claimant  has  been 
involved  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  is  no  sufficient  excuse  for  the 
delay  which  has  taken  place,  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the  case 
waa  laid  before  the  very  respectable  gentleman,  Mr.  Pinckney,  who 
has  given  his  opinion  upon  it,  until  December  last,  above  five  years 
after  the  time  of  the  tmnsaction.  The  ignorance  of  law,  which  has 
been  suggested,  is  in  itself  not  a  legal  excuse.  It  is  in  the  present 
case  less  deserving  of  attention,  since  it  is  the  common  principle  of 
the  law  of  nations,  and  familiar  to  the  minds  of  all  persons,  that  the 
Conrt  of  Admiralty  is  the  proper  court  for  redress  of  injuries 
of  this  nature.  If  the  claimant  has  mistaken  his  way,  *  and  [  *  t>4  ] 
has  not  pursued  his  remedy  in  a  proper  manner,  and  in  due 
season,  his  error  should  not  expose  other  parties  to  the  inconvenience 
of  being  harassed  by  proceedings  at  this  distance  of  time,  when  the 
Tery  circumstance  of  delay  has  unavoidably  occasioned  additional 
difficulties  in  establishing  their  defence,  and  on  a  point  which  must 
at  all  times  have  been  considered  as  a  question  of  delicate  and  diffi- 
cult discussion. 


n^ 


The  Haabet,  Giertsen,  master. 

June  20,  1805.  ' 

ETidenre.    IncoDTCDicncc  of  admitting  affidavits  on  the  part  of  captors.    Sach  oflidavit  dit- 

countcnunced.^ 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Danish  vessel  laden  with  spars  and  fir  tim- 
ber, taken  near  Dunkirk,  on  a  voyage  from  Fredcrickstadt  to  L' Ori- 
ent, and  proceeded  against  for  a  breach  of  the  blockade  of  that  port 
The  master  had  stated,  in  his  depositions,  "  that  he  was  twelve  I3ng- 
lish  miles  from  Dunkirk  when  he  first  made  land;  that  ho  had  shaped 
his  course  for  the  Channel,  and  was  steering  for  L'Orient  at  the  time 
of  capture.*' 


1  [See  The  Sally,  1  GaU.  410,  411.] 
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On  this  evidence,  Laurence  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  clsdmant, 
that  it  was  a  case  of  immediate  restitution,  and  that  there  was 
nothing  on  the  face  of  the  transaction  that  could,  in  any  manner,  jus- 
tify a  demand  for  captors'  expenses,  which  had  been  intimated  on  the 
other  side. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate^  in  reply, 
[  *  55  ]  pressed  strongly  upon  the  court  the  hardships  *  to  which 
persons  employed  in  the  blockading  service  w^ould  feel  them- 
selves exposed,  if  the  vessel  was  to  be  released  immediately  upon  tbe 
representation  of  the  neutral  master,  without  affording  the  captors  u 
opportunity  of  giving  their  statement  of  what  passed  at  the  time  of 
capture,  so  far,  at  least,  as  to  justify  the  seizure,  and  to  entitle  then 
to  their  expenses. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  vessel  was  going  from  Frederickstadt,  as  it 
is  asserted,  to  Port  L' Orient,  with  a  cargo  of  timber.  Tbe  fint 
source  of  information  to  which  the  court  usually  resorts,  is  the  evi- 
dence  of  the  persons  on  board  the  captured  ship.  Among  the  into* 
rogatories  that  are  addressed  to  them,  there  are  some  on  which  the 
captors  might  be  supposed  to  be  equally  qualified  to  supply  infonn- 
ation.  The  number  of  the  crew,  the  place  of  capture,  and  many 
other  circumstances  which  are  included  in  the  number  of  standing 
interrogatories,  arc  as  much  in  the  cognizance  of  the  captors  as  of  the 
other  parties.  The  general  rule  of  law,  notwithstanding,  is,  that,  on 
all  points,  the  evidence  of  the  claimants  alone  shall  be  received  in  the 
first  instance  ;  and  if  no  doubt  arises  upon  that  view  of  the  case,  the 
court  is  bound,  by  the  general  law,  as  well  as  by  the  act  of  the  Bri- 
tish legislature,  to  take  those  points  as  fully  demonstrated.  It  is  a 
possible  thing,  indeed,  that  witnesses  may  be  forsworn,  and  that 
much  injustice  may  be  done,  as,  in  all  references  to  human  testimony, 
dangers  of  that  kind  may  be  to  be  encountered.     Courts  of  justice 

must,  nevertheless,  proceed  on  general  principles,  though 
[  *  56  ]  they  will  receive  the  *  evidence  with  caution,  and  weigh  it 

against  any  test  of  credibility  that  can  be  collected  from 
the  nature  and  complexion  of  the  whole  case,  taken  together.  The 
rule  by  which  this  court  has  always  been  guided,  is,  I  believe,  con- 
formable to  the  general  practice  of  all  the  nations  of  Europe,  whidi 
directs  the  evidence  to  be  taken  from  the  persons  on  board  the  cap- 
tured ship.  The  French,  indeed,  have  deviated,  and  they  admit  the 
examinations  of  the  captors ;  but  their  proceedings  in  matters  of 
prize  have  been  of  a  very  shifting  nature,  sometimes  bordering  upon 
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piracy ;  at  other  times,  as  at  present,  I  am  informed,  professing  to 
abstain  from  the  capture  of  a  single  neutral  vessel.  It  is  altogether 
a  system  of  capricious  or  temporizing  policy,  which  is  not  to  be  held 
up  as  a  model  to  a  nation  which  pursues  a  regular  and  consistent 
conduct,  upon  principles  recognized  and  adopted  from  the  most 
ancient  times  in  all  the  countries  of  Europe.  The  rule  being,  then, 
to  take  the  original  evidence  of  the  claimant  as  conclusive,  if  not 
impeached,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  pronounce  that  the  depositions  in 
this  particular  case  are  as  void  of  suspicion  as  any  which  the  court 
is  in  the  habit  of  perusing.  The  ship  appears  clearly  to  be  the  pro- 
perty of  a  merchant  in  Norway.  If  there  is  any  thing  false,  or  in 
any  degree  doubtful,  in  the  n^presentation  which  has  been  given  by 
the  claimants,  it  is  in  that  part  which  relates  to  the  place  of  capture. 
The  master  says,  to  the  third  interrogatory,  "  that  he  was  twelve 
miles  from  Dunkirk,  which  bore  S.  S.  E.,''  and  ''that  he  was  taken, 
as  he  believes,  because  he  was  bound  to  L'Orient."  There 
18  no  mention  of  their  vicinity  to  a  blockaded  *  port,  as  [*t37] 
having  been  sugg(\sti>d  by  th(^  captor.  The  mate  and  the 
other  witness  sp<>ak  to  the  same  effect.  Then  what  is  there  to  be 
placed  in  opposition  to  this  account  ?  Merely  a  suspicion,  arising 
from  the  circumstance  that  Dunkirk  happened  to  bt^  the  first  land 
which  the  vessel  made.  That  the  vessel  should  have  gone  so  far 
down  the  channel  before  her  course  was  changed,  does  not  appear  to 
me  to  be  so  extraordinary  as  necessarily  to  raise  a  suspicion  that  the 
course  was  altered  for  the  purpose  of  getting  into  that  port.  As  to 
the  quality  of  the  cargo,  it  affords  no  ground  of  inference  that  is  in 
any  way  unfavorable  to  the  case.  It  is  a  cargo  of  spars  and  fir  tim- 
ber, which  might  be  as  much  wanted  at  L' Orient,  as  at  Gravelines  or 
Dunkirk.  Under  this  defect  of  all  circumstances  of  suspicion  in  the 
original  evidence,  the  court  is  called  upon  to  admit  the  affidavits  of 
the  captors  —  first,  for  the  purpose  of  working  condenmation,  or,  if 
that  fails,  to  save  the  captors  from  the  payment  of  any  expenses 
which  they  may  have  incurre<l.  If  I  should  accede  to  this  demand, 
the  consequence  would  be  that  I  must  do  it  u|)on  a  uniform  principle 
of  admittins;  allidavits  univcrsallv  and  in  all  castas,  thou<;h  there 
shonid  be  nothing  to  excite  suspicion  in  the  original  evidence,  and 
thoagli  the  language  of  all  the  witnesses  is  as  precise  as  possible.  I 
can  come  to  no  such  conclusion.  It  would,  I  think,  be  productive  of 
gieat  mischief  on  all  sides ;  it  might  throw  into  the  way  of  captors  a 
temptation  to  exceed  the  line  of  their  duty,  and  the  exact  bounds  of 
justice  and  of  truth ;  and  it  could  not  fail  to  impose  upon  the 
court  a  most  unpleasant  dilliculty  in  the  exercise  of  'its  [ '  58  ] 
judicial  functions.    For  how  could  the  court  decide  ?    Coun- 
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ter  affidavits  must  be  introduced,  which  would  necessarily  be  contra- 
dictory. "Which  should  the  court  believe  ?  Can  it  be  maintained 
that  the  preference  should  be  given  to  the  captors,  and  that  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  general  rule  of  law  which  has  given  the  preference  the 
other  way,  and  which  directs  that  the  property  of  the  neutral  claim- 
ant shall  not  be  condemned  except  on  evidence  coming  out  of  his 
own  mouth,  or  arising  out  of  the  clear  circumstances  of  the  transac- 
tion ?  If  this  rule  is  unsatisfactory  to  captors,  it  is  nevertheless  the 
rule  which  the  law  prescribes.  It  is  my  duty  to  take  care  that  the 
rules  of  law  are  observed,  and  that  the  rights  of  war  are  not  exceeded; 
and  certainly  in  no  cases  more  than  in  this  particular  branch  of  the 
law  of  nations,  which  must  in  its  nature  operate  with  severe  restraint 
upon  neutral  commerce ;  and  if,  in  discharging  this  duty,  dissatisfac- 
tions are  created,  as  has  been  insinuated,  I  must  endeavor  to  supply 
fortitude  to  treat  with  proper  disregard  the  unfavorable,  but  unjust 
opinions,  that  any  persons  may  be  disposed  to  entertain.  Look- 
ing to  the  depositions,  I  am  obliged  to  hold  that  the  affidavits 
of  the  captors  cannot   be   admitted.^     On   the  nature  of  the  fact 


1  25th  of  July,  1805,  in  The  Glicrktigbeit.  The  court  bad  oceasioii  to  obserre  again 
upon  the  inconvenience  of  admitting  aflidavits  to  be  introduced.  Aflidavits  bad  been 
received  on  an  averment  that  the  ship  had  a  flag  flying  for  a  pilot  to  Ostend,  at  the 
time  of  capture.  On  the  discussion  of  the  contradictory  evidence  arising  on  this 
inquiry  — 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.    The  imputation  of  breaking  the  blockade  has  already  been  pro- 
nounced under  the  assistance  of  gentlemen  of  the  Trinity  House,  not  to  be  supported  on 
a  general  view  of  the  evidence,  and  the  situation  of  the  vessel     The  ship  would,  there- 
fore, have  been  restored  on  the  former  hearing,  but  for  an  averment  on  the  part  of  the 
captors,  that  a  flag  was  flying  for  a  pilot  to  carry  her  into  Ostend,  and  that  the  master 
admitted  in  conversation  that  he  was  going  to  Ostend.     Certainly,  if  the  captor's  cat- 
dence  could  be  taken  alone,  it  would  be  sufficient  to  substantiate  this  averment,  but 
the  court  is  under  the  necessity  of  not  taking  their  representation  alone ;  and  if  that 
is  positively  contradicted,  the  court  finds  itself  under  a  dilemma,  to  which  it  must 
always  expect  to  be  reduced  by  admitting  such  affidavits.     When   the  facts  are  posi- 
tively denied,  and  that  denial  cannot  be  invalidated  by  any  adequate  means  of  estimat- 
ing the  credit  of  the  witnesses,  there  is  no  other  way  of  proceeding  but  by  lavincr  out 
of  the  case  all  this  extraneous  matter,  and  by  recurring  to  the  original  evidence.    Tlie 
court  cannot  attach  itself  to  personal  considerations,  and  say,  this  is  the  affidavit  of 
such  a  gentleman,  and  that  of  an  onlinary  person ;  it  cannot  decide  on  grounds  so 
vague  and  unjudicial  as  those  of  mere  rank  and  situation  in  life ;  those  arc  grounds  to 
which  it  is  impossible  for  me,  sitting  here,  to  advert  in  any  manner  that  can  produce 
a  conclusion.     The  imputation  of  direct  interest,  is  equal,  or  perhaps  stronger,  on  the 
captor,  than  on  the  witnesses  from  the  captured  ship.     The  master  positively  swean 
tliat  he  had  not  a  flag  flying ;  he  admits  that  a  flag  had  been  flying  at  a  particular  time, 
and  for  another  purpose,  but  not  agreeing  with  the  representation  of  the  captors;  and 
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itself,  *  it  might,  I  think,  be  expected  that  the  question  of  [  *  59  ] 
listance  or  locality  should  be  better  fixed  than  by  mere  dry 
iffidavits.     It  does  not  appear,  according  to  the  master's  account, 
that,  at  the  time  of  seizure,  he  was  charged  with  an  attempt  to  get 
into  Dunkirk.     If  his  situation  had  been  a  ground  of  suspicion  at 
the  time,  the  attention  of  the  crew  might  have  been  called  to  it ;  ^d 
though  it  might  be  a  thing  to  be  done  with  some  delicacy,  I  cannot 
tnit  think  that  some  mode  of  bringing  the  fact  to  the  notice  of  the 
crew,  and  of  supplying  information  to  the  court,  might  be  resorted 
to,  better  than  by  aifidavits  at  a  subsequent  time.     If  the  vessel  was 
irithin  three  miles  of  Dunkirk,  and  within  sight  of  the  town,  it  might 
bare  been  pointed  out  in  the  presence  of  both  crews.     It  is  not  to  be 
mpposed  that  out  of  eight  Norwegians,  of  whom  the  captain  had  a 
right  to  select  the  witnesses  that  should  be  examined,  if  the 
*fiict  had  been  brought  to  their  notice,  one  might  not  have  [  *60  ] 
been  found  honest  enough  to  depose  to  it.     Upon  the  whole 
pf  this  discussion,  I  am  of  opinion  that  my  duty  imposes  upon  me 
the  obligation  of  resisting  such  evidence ;  and  I  must  pronounce  that 
this  ahip  and  cargo  are  entitled  to  be  restored  without  payment  of  the 
eaptora'  expenses. 


•  General  Hamilton,  Flinn,  master.  [  *  61  ] 

July  4tb,  1805. 

luMle.    VcMel  purchased  in  a  blockaded  port.    Pcnaltr,  how  lonjr  attaching.^    Potting 
into  this  country  bj  streu  of  weather  makes  no  termination  of  tho  rojage. 

HIS  was  the  case  of  a  ship  which   had  been   purchased  in  a 
kaded  port,  and  had  sailed  on  a  voyage  from  the  Seine  to  New 


)  accounts  can  only  be  reconciled  by  supposing  that  there  must  hare  been  some 
»  as  to  the  time.    A3  to  the  declaration  which  is  said  to  have  been  made,  of  an 
•n  of  going  to  Ostcnd,  the  master  denies  it  altogether.    This  is  the  state  of  the 
ft  U>  which  the  court  is  reduced,  and  it  will,  I  hope,  put  it  upon  its  guard  against 
ission  of  mch  affidavits  in  future  csmcs.    On  a  view  of  the  wholo  evidence,  I 
ftv  that  the  averment  of  the  captors  is  establishctl.    I  say  no  more,  but  that  it 
ablished.     That  being  laid  out  of  the  question,  the  case  reverts  to  its  former 
which  it  would  have  been  pronounced  a  case  of  restitution ;  I  shall,  tbcretbre, 
c«  thb  ship  and  cargo  to  be  restored. 
Wedvaart,  2  C.  Rob.  138.] 
4* 
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Orleans,  and  had  been  driven  by  stress  of  weather  into  a  port  of  this 
kingdom,  where  she  was  seized.  A  claim  was  given  for  the  vessel  as 
the  property  of  the  purchaser,  a  merchant  of  America. 

In  support  of  the  claim,  Latirefice,  stated  —  That  the  vessel  had  be- 
corae  bond  fide  the  property  of  the  claimant,  and  had  been  purchased 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  outward  cargo ;  that  as  to  the  breach  of 
blockade,  the  ship  could  not  be  considered  as  taken  in  delicto^  as  she 
had  concluded  the  first  term  of  her  voyage,  and  had  come  into  a  port 
of  this  kingdom. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That 
the  resort  to  a  British  port  was  not  a  voluntary  act,  but  a  measure  of 
necessity ;  that  it  could  not,  therefore,  be  considered  as  any  termina- 
tion of  the  intended  voyage,  if  that  could,  in  law,  be  held  sufficient 
to  absolve  the  vessel  from  the  penalty  of  having  broken  the  blockade, 
but  that  such  a  consequence  could  not  be  allowed ;  that  it  would 
be  in  the  power  of  any  purchaser  to  select  a  neighboring  port  for  the 
first  port  of  destination,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  avoiding  the  penalty; 
that  the  sound  principle  of  law  required,  that  the  offence  should 
not  be  extinguished  till  the  vessel  had  reached  her  own  port,  and, 
agreeably  to  this  principle,  is  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  states  of  Hol- 
land, in  1630.1 

[  *  62  ]  *  Judgment. 

Sir  William  Scott.  This  is  a  vessel  which  has  been 
purchased  in  a  blockaded  port ;  and  therefore,  unless  any  just  grounds 
of  distinction  can  be  pointed  out,  it  will  come  under  the  general  rule, 
which  has  been  already  applied  to  cases  of  that  description.  It  is 
first  said,  that  the  vessel  had  been  purchased  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  cargo  of  another  vessel,  but  that  circumstance  cannot  avail  on  a 
question  of  blockade.  If  the  ship  has  been  purchased  in  a  blockaded 
port,  that  alone  is  the  illegal  act,  and  it  is  perfectly  immaterial  out  of 
what  funds  the  purchase  was  effected.  Another  distinction  is,  that 
the  vessel  had  terminated  her  voyage,  and,  therefore,  that  the  penalty 
would  no  longer  attach.  It  is  true,  that  she  had  been  driven  into  a 
port  of  this  country,  by  stress  of  weather,  but  that  is  not  described 
by  the  master  as  forming  any  part  of  the  original  destination,  which 
is  represented  to  have  been  to  New  Orleans.  It  is  impossible  to  con- 
sider this  accident  as  any  discontinuance  of  the  voyage,  or  as  a 
defeasance  of  the  penalty  which  has  been  incurred.     Condemned. 


1  8  Admiralty  BeportB,  p.  326. 
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Christina  Margaretha,  Helgcscn,  master. 

•  July  5th,  1805. 

Blockade  of  Cadiz  dt  fado^  March,  1805.^    Remission  of  the  blockading  squadron.    Resti- 
tution. 
[Captor*!  expenses  refused.] 

Tins  was  the  case  of  a  vessel  that  had  sailed  from  Cadiz,  4th  April, 
1803,  and  was  captured  off  Orfordness  on  the  of  May,  and  pro- 

ceeded against  for  a  breach  of  the  blockade  of  Cadiz. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  stated — That  it 
was  notorious  that  the  port  of  Cadiz  had  been  blockaded  by 
a  British  squadron  since  the  month  *  of  January ;  that  the  [  '  63  ] 
roaster  of  this  vei^scl  acknowledged  that  he  had  sailed  on 
the  ISth  March,  and  that  he  had  been  sent  back  by  the  blockading 
ships ;  that  he  nevertheless  sailed  again,  in  defiance  of  the  blockade, 
on  the  4th  of  April,  under  a  pretence  that  he  had  been  informed  by 
the  Danish  consul,  and  had  read  it  in  French  papers,  that  the  blockade 
of  Cadiz  had  been  raised. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Swabey^  contended  — 
That  the  penalty  of  the  blockade  did  not  attach  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case ;  that  the  blockade  of  Cadiz  was,  at  that  time,  a 
blockade  de  facto  only,  since  the  notiiication  of  the  blockade  of  that 
port  was  not  made  till  the  2uth  of  April ;  that  the  blockade  de  faciOj 
imposed  by  Sir  J.  Ord,  as  commander  of  the  British  squadron,  might 
be  relaxed  by  the  same  authority  ;  that  it  had  been  so  relaxed,  as 
there  was  an  opportunity  of  proving,  by  a  ccrtincate  from  on  board 
another  vessel  that  sailed  about  the  same  time,  by  which  it  appeared 
that  the  governor  of  Cadiz  had  communicated  to  the  Danish  consul, 
*^ that  Sir  J.  Ord  had  announced  to  him  a  doelaration,  that  neutral 
ships  might  sail  ;'*  that  this  ship  sailed  in  coiistMpience  of  that  relaxa- 
tion, and  did,  in  fact,  pass  in  full  view  of  the  British  scpiadron,  with- 
out molestation,  and  was  seized  off  Orfordness  by  a  cruiser,  that 
could  not  have  received  any  information  of  the  blockade  of  Cadiz,  so 
as  to  justify  the  capture  on  that  pretence. 


1  [Sec  The  UofTnung,  6  CUob.  112.] 
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Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     The  only  question  to  be  considered  in  this  case 
is,  whether  I  shall  direct  the  captor's  expenses  to  be  paid; 
[  *  64  ]  because  it  is,  I  think,  fully  proved,  *  that  there  has  been  no 
breach  of  the  blockade.     The  vessel  came  out  of  <]!adiz,  and 
was  not  stopped  by  any  blockading  squadron,  but  by  a  cruiser  in  the 
Channel,  which  was  not  called  upon  to  sustain  the  public  service,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  plead  a  justification  from  the  nature  of  any  pecoliar 
public  duty,  that  had  been  imposed  upon  her.     We  have  heard,  occa- 
sionally, a  good  deal  of  the  blockade  of  Cadiz,  without  being  in 
possession  of  any  precise  and  accurate  information  on  the  sabjeet 
It  seems,  at  all  times,  to  have  been  a  blockade  of  a  very  fluctuating 
and  vacillating  nature,  and  it  is  mpossible  not  to  feel  the  difficnity 
which  is  thrown  upon  the  court  by  this  manner  of  keeping  up  thit 
blockade.     If  the  seizure  had  been  made  by  one  of  the  squadroOi 
which  had  before  been  employed  on  that  service,  it  would  have  been 
some  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  blockade ;  or,  if  there  had  been  any 
mistake  as  to  the  fact,  there  would  have  been  some  plea  for  indemni* 
fication   on  the  part  of  the   captor;  but  the  privateer,  which  hu 
thought  proper  to  bring  in  this  vessel,  had  no  knowledge  of  the  blockade 
de  factOj  and  if  it  is  pretended  that  the  seizure  was  made  under  the 
notification  of  the  25th  of  April,  which  had  intervened  befoie  the 
capture,  it  would  have  been  prudent  to  have  applied  it  only  to  such 
ships  as  might  be  supposed  to  have  received  notice  of  it     On  these 
considerations,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  sufficient  ground  to 
grant  the  captors  their  expenses. 


[  •  65  ]  *  The  Triheten,  Wallen. 

Jaly  5th,  1805. 

Blockade  of  Cadiz  by  notification,  15  April,  1805.    Time  for  notice.    Vesael  sailii^  froB 

Sables  D'Olonnc,  22d  May.    Released. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Swedish  ship,  taken  on  the  28th  of  Maji 
on  a  voyage  from  Sables  D'Olonne  to  St.  Lucar,  and  proceeded 
against  for  a  breach  of  blockade  of  that  port 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King's  Advocate  argued  — -  That  the 


i 
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ports  of  Cadiz  and  St.  Lucar  had  been  pat  under  blockade  by  noti- 
fication of  the  25th  of  April ;  that  this  vessel  sailed  for  St.  Lucar 
from  a  port  of  France  on  the  23d  of  May ;  that  sufficient  time  had 
elapsed  to  aflfect  the  master  with  a  knowledge  of  this  blockade,  and 
that  the  ship  and  cargo  would  be  subject  to  condemnation. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence.  This  is  a  vessel  which 
had  taken  on  board  a  cargo  of  wheat,  under  the  permission  of  the 
king's  instructions  of  the  Isjt  of  February.  The  charter-party  bears 
date  the  18th  of  April,  by  which  the  different  parties  contracted  for  a 
voyage  to  St.  Lucar,  and  if  that  port  should  be  under  blockade,  to 
some  other  Spanish  port.  This  circumstance  is  by  no  means  imma- 
terial, as  tending  to  show,  that  the  original  scheme  of  the  voyage 
could  not  be  charged  with  any  intention  of  breaking  the  blockade. 
The  lading  went  on,  and  the  bill  of  lading  was  signed  on  the  18th  of 
May.  On  the  22d  the  ship  sailed,  and  it  is  true,  undoubtedly,  that 
so  early  as  the  2oth  of  April,  a  notification  had  been  made  by  the 
government  of  this  country,  declaring  the  port  of  St.  Lucar 
to  be  under  blockade  ;  but  it  is  to  be  recollected  also,  *  that  [  *  66  ] 
almost  at  the  same  time,  when  this  notification  issued,  news 
arrived  that  the  British  s({uadron  had  been  driven  oil*  by  the  com- 
bined fleets  of  the  enemy,  so  early  as  the  10th  of  April.  It  became 
notorious  to  the  world,  from  the  moment  of  the  declaration  being 
made  public,  that  the  blockading  force,  to  which  the  notification 
must  be  supposed  to  have  referred,  had  been  driven  off;  it  was,  from 
the  commencement,  null,  and  defective,  in  the  main  circumstance 
that  is  rcciuired  to  give  it  operation ;  and  it  would  be  highly  unjust 
to  bind  down  on  neutral  vessels  the  observance  of  a  notification,  so 
accompanied  by  a  circumstance  that  defeated  its  operation.  This 
case,  therefore,  is  to  be  considered,  altogether  independent  of  the  pre- 
somptions  that  have  been  held  to  arise  from  notifications  in  other 
cases ;  the  notification  being  defeated,  the  vessel  would  have  been 
entitled  to  a  warning,  if  any  blockade  de  facto  had  existed  when  she 
arrived ;  without  that  notice,  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  this 
vessel  has  been  guilty  of  any  breach  of  the  blockade. 

In  reply,  the  Kifii^^s  Advocate  contended  —  That,  although  the 
blockading  squadron  had  Ixmmi  driven  off,  it  was  not  to  be  presumed 
that  the  notification  had  been  renounced,  or  that  no  other  force  was 
employed  to  keep  up  the  blockade.  On  the  contrary,  it  might  be 
snpposod  that  Sir  J.  Ord's  squadron  would  immediately  resume  its 
station,  as  soon  as  the  combined  scpiadron  had  disappeared.  It  was 
equally  notorious  that  the  enemy's  fleet  had  not  remained  on  the 
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coast,  but  had  sailed  away,  itself  an  object  of  pursuit  to  the  fleet 
under  Lord  Nelson. 

[  •  67  ]     •  The  Court  asked  whether  it  was  understood  on  the  part 
of  government,  that  the  blockade  of  Cadiz  had  continued  an 
effective  blockade  under  the  notification  of  the  25th  of  ApriL 

The  King^s  Advocate  said,  he  understood,  that  it  was. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  If  that  is  so,  I  must  require  the  fact  to  be  proved, 
because  it  certainly  is  notorious  that  the  British  squadron  was  driven 
oft'  on  the  10th  of  April,  by  a  superior  force.  It  must  be  shown,  that 
the  actual  blockade  was  again  resumed.  Considering  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  and  that  the  vessel  was  taken  on  the  French 
coast  so  long  ago  as  the  28th  of  May,  I  am  not  disposed  to  hold  that  the 
mere  act  of  sailing  for  Seville  or  St.  Lucar,  under  the  dubious  repre- 
sentation which  we  have  of.  the  state  of  the  actual  blockade  at  that 
time,  is  sufficient  to  fix  upon  this  vessel  the  penalty  of  breaking  the 
blockade. 

Ship  and  cargo  restored. 


The  Clio,  alias  William  Pitt,  Schaken,  master. 

July  23,  1805. 

License  to  purchase  a  vessel,  out  of  the  hands  of  an  enemy  merchant,  with  a  view  of  reco- 
vering a  bad  debt.  If  vitiated  by  a  bond  to  restore,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  war,  as  given 
by  the  agent  in  Antwerp  —  not  —  restitution. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  ship  taken  on  a  voyage  from  Antwerp  to 
London,  and  claimed  by  the  house  of  Rucker,  Lushington,  &  Co,  as 
property  which  had  been  accepted  by  Mr.  Osy,  their  agent,  at  Ant* 
werp,  for  their  account,  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt  due  to  them  from 
the  bankrupt  estate  of  a  merchant  of  that  place,  under  a  license 
obtained  by  them  for  that  purpose,  in  February,  1805. 

[  *  68  ]       •In  objection  to   the   claim,   the  King's  Advocate  con- 
tended —  That  the  circumstances  under  which  the  vessel  was 
accepted  could  not  have  been  disclosed  to  the  privy  council,  since 
it  appeared,  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Osy  to  his  own  consignee  in  Lon- 
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don,  -  That  the  ship  was  to  be  delivered  up  to  the  house  of  Rucker, 
Lii2thiiigton,  &^  Co.,  only,  upon  their  giving  bond  to  restore  the  ves- 
sel at  the  return  of  peace,  or  to  pay  double  value,"  it  was  to  be  infer- 
red from  thenec  that  the  property  was  at  the  time  of  eapture  vested 
in  him.  The  terms  of  the  bond  for  the  restitution  of  the  vessel  at  the 
return  of  peace,  were  sufFicient  to  defeat  the  effect  of  the  transfer,  and 
to  i»abject  the  vessel  to  be  still  considered  as  the  property  of  the 
enemy;  as  it  was  held  in  the  Sechs  Geschwistern,  4  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  100. 

In  support  of  the  claim,  Laurence  argued —  That  the  property  was 
▼eatcd  in  the  house  of  Rucker,  Lushington,  &  Co.,  and  not  in  Osy. 
at  the  time  of  capture ;  the  bill  of  sale  had  been  made  to  Osy,  in  the 
capacity  and  under  the  description  of  agent  to  the  British  house.  The 
neoesi^ity  of  giving  bond  for  the  restitution  of  the  ship  at  the  time  of 
peace,  was  a  mere  form  imposed  by  the  French  government  during 
the  las^t  war,  which  did  not  appear  to  have  been  enforced.  If  the 
bond  shall  be  enforced,  the  parties  might  submit  to  pay  the  penalty, 
instead  of  complying  with  the  condition  ;  as  in  the  Surinam  cases, 
the  Lords  held,  that  bonds  to  return  to  Amsterdam  were  not  to  be 
taken  as  conclusive  evidence  of  that  fact,  nor  as  tantamount  to  the 
pi*rformance  of  the  condition,  so  as  to  lay  a  ground  of  condemnation 
in  the  IMze  Court;  that  the  eti'ect  of  the  bond  would  be  to  abate  the 
value  of  the  assignment,  but  c  ould  not  defeat  the  title  of  the 
"claimants  to  receive  the  benefit,  as  far  as  i^  might  extend  [  *  69  ] 
onder  the  grant  of  his  Majesty's  license. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  case  comes  before  the  court  upon  the  coii- 
straction  of  his  Majesty's  license,  granted  to  the  house  of  Rucker  & 
Lushington,  to  accept  the  assignment  of  the  British  ship.  The  Clio, 
which  was  to  be  made  over  to  them  as  a  satisifaction  for  a  debt  due 
to  them  before  the  war  from  a  merchant  at  Antwerp  ;  and  as  far  as 
the  parties  themselves  were  concerned,  the  transaction  appears  to 
have  passed  in  perfect  conformity  to  the  a|)plication.  They  employed 
Mr.  Osy,  of  Antwerp,  as  their  agent,  and  he  acts  for  them,  through- 
oat,  ill  recovering  this  property  out  of  the  wreck  of  a  bankrupt 
estate.  It  appears,  however,  that  he  gave  a  bond  to  the  French 
government  for  the  restitution  of  the  ship  at  the  conclusion  of  the  war, 
and  it  is  objected,  that  this  circumstance  ought  to  have  been  disclosed 
to  government,  at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  license.  If  known,  cer- 
tainly it  ought.  The  exact  state  of  the  transaction  ought  to  be  fairly 
lepreeciited ;  but  here  is  enough,  I  think,  to  exonerate  the  claimaut 
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from  any  charge  of  suppression,  since  the  license  was  obtained  in 
February,  and  the  first  mention  that  occurs  of  the  bond  was  not  till 
the  May  following,  which  is  sufficient  to  remove  from  them  all  sus- 
picion of  ill  faith  in  concealing  this  circumstance. 

The  whole  foundation  of  the  claim  is,  that  what  has  been  done  is 
agreeable  to  the  intention  of  government,  and  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  it  is.  The  parties  were  not  to  purchase,  but  to  take  from  a 
[  *  70  ]  bankrupt's  estate;  when  government  grants  a  license  'it 
must  be  supposed  to  grant  all  that  is  necessary  to  cany  it 
into  effect.     The  claimants  could  not  go  to  Antwerp  themselves; 
they  were  under  the  necessity  of  employing  an  agent;  he,  acting 
as  their  mandatary,  under  the  license,  might,  I  conceive,  be  entitled 
to  recover*  against  them,  though  an  alien  enemy,  a  fall  indemnifica- 
tion for  the  terms  of  the  assignment     They  would  be  answerable  to 
him  if  the  bondsrwere  put  in  suit,  on  their  refusal  to  redeliver,  the  vosseL 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  altogether  a  case  very  different 
from  that  which  has  been  cited  in  which  the  court  did  think  itsdf 
warranted  to  hold  a  different  rule  against  persons  going  into  the  enemy's 
country,  and  becoming  the   asserted    purchasers  of  vessels,  which 
I  the  enemy  is  induced  to  make  over,  either  really,  or  ostensibly,  ob 
account  of  the  war.     In  that  case,  the  fact  itself  suggested  a  strong 
ground  of  suspicion,  and  it  became  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of 
counteracting  fraud,  that  the  court  should  set  its  face  against  such 
limitations  in  the  pretended  act  of  transfer.     In  the  present  instance, 
there  is  no  reason  to  doybt  the  reality  of  the  transfer.     In  accecfing 
to  the  terms  of  the  bond,  the  claimants  would  do  no  more  than  they 
were  bound  to  do  for  the  indemnification  of  their  agent,  and  they  are, 
I  think,  entitled,  under  the  fair  construction  of  the  license,  to  accept 
the  ship  upon  these  terms,  as  the  only  terms,  perhaps,  upon  which  it 
could  be  obtained. 


1  See  Kensington  u.  Inglis,  East's  Rep.  Vol.  8  p.  273-287 ;  Wells  r.  Williams,  1  Sit 
46,  there  cited. 
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•  The  Omnibus,  Tenncs.  [  *  71  ] 

•  Jul  J  23,  1805. 

Skip  vadcr  Deatral  colon  —  but  apparently,  bj  the  evidence,  British  propert j,  trading  with 
the  cttemj.  Claim  of  Mr.  Kuyl,  of  Embden,  rejected,  as  not  supported  by  the  evidence. 
Coadonnatioa.^ 

This  was  the  case  of  a  ship  claimed  for  Mr.  Ruyl,  of  Embdeii,  but 
appearing  by  the  evidence  to  be  the  property  of  a  merchant  of  Guern- 
sey, and  placed  under  neutral  colors  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
the  importation  of  gin  from  Holland. 

Judgment. 

8ia  W.  Scott.     The  only  question  is,  Whether  this  ship  and  cargo 
are  the  property  of  Mr.  Ruyl,  for  whom  they  are  claimed  ?     It  is 
tdmitted  to  have  been  a  British  ship,  transferred  at  the  beginning  of 
the  war  to  the  father  of  the  present,  who  was  also  the  former  master; 
and  it  is  asserted  to  have  been  again  sold  by  him  to  the  present  claim- 
SBL      It   appears,   however,   that   the   vessel   continued   under  the 
management  of  the  former  master,  and  in  the  same  course  of  trade, 
in  which  it  had  been  always  employed,  from  Guernsey  to  Amsterdam, 
sever  once  going  to  the  por^of  her  pretended  owner;  and  though  the 
Blaster  professes  to  have  corresponded  with  Mr.  Ruyl,  not  a  scrap  of 
say  such  correspondence  is  produced.     The  court  has  often  had  occa- 
■OD  to  observe,  that  where  a  ship,  asserted  to  have  been  transferred, 
h  continued  under  the  former  agency  and  in  the  former  habits  of  trade, 
lot  all  the  swearing  in  the  world  will  convince  it  that  it  is  a  genuine 
H&osaction.     The  present  case  has  none  of  the  marks  of  a  real  trans- 
it upon  it.     The  former  master  is  not  only  continued,  but  it  is  made 
one  of  the  .stipulations  of  the  bill  of  sale,  that  he  shall  not  be 
f      "iriooved.     How  can  the  purchaser  be  said  to  acquire  the  [  *  7:2  ] 
ngfat  of  property,  under  a  bill  of  sale  with  such  a  clause, 
orning  with  it  a  defeasance  of  the  title  which  it  pretends  to  convey. 
Ikiive  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that  Mr.  Ruyl  has  no  interest  in 
ihi*  pru|x*rty.    The  letters  from  the  persons  in  Holland,  to  Mr.  Priaubc, 
^  Cjuernf»ey,  intimate  as  much  by  such  expressions  as  these,  **  We 
idTim:  you  not  to  send  back  this  vessel  till  we  apprise  you  how  things 
go  here.''      Would  they  have   written  so  to  the  correspondent   at 


>  [See  The  Endmught,  1  C.  Itob.  22.] 
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Guernsey,  if  the  property  had  belonged  to  Mr.  Ruyl,  their  neighbor, 
at  Embden  ?  These  arc  marks  of  an  interest  at  Guernsey,  It  is  suf- 
ficient, however,  to  pronounce,  that  the  property  is  not  shown  to 
belong  to  the  claimant.  As  the  ship  and  cargo  are  involved  in  the 
same  transaction  and  in  the  same  claim,  they  will  both  be  subject  to 
condemnation. 


The  Johanna  Tholen,  Osterlo, 

July  24,  1805. 

Coasting  trade  of  the  enemy,  with  false  papers,  cause  of  condemnation.    Ancient  pnie- 

tice,  &ci 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Prussian  vessel  taken  on  a  voyage  osteo* 
sibly  from  Bordeaux  to  Embden,  but  actually  to  Antwerp,  under 
false  papers. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  stated  the  case  to 
be  that  of  a  vessel  carrying  on  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy  with 
false  papers,  and  contended,  that  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty,  which  had  also  been  affirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal,  a  vessel  taken  in  that  course  of  fraudulent  trade  would  be 
subject  to  confiscation. 

[  •  73  ]  *  On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence.  The  evidence 
of  property  as  to  the  ship,  is  complete  and  satisfactory.  It 
is  not  a  case,  therefore,  in  which  farther  proof  being  necessary,  the 
court  may  exercise  a  power  of  deciding  whether  it  will  receive  farther 
evidence  from  persons  already  appearing  to  be  implicated  in  frand. 
In  such  cases  the  court  has  refused  to  admit  farther  proof,  and  the 
consequence  has  been  condemnation.  It  may  be  the  effect  of  fraud 
to  draw  upon  itself  judicial  discredit,  with  all  the  consequences  to 
property,  which  may  attend  an  incapacity  of  affording  credible  evi- 
dence in  a  court  of  justice  ;  but  beyond  that,  to  contend  that  a  ship, 
clear  as  to  all  questions  of  property,  but  carrying  on  the  coasting 
trade  of  the  enemy,  even  under  false  papers,  is  subject  to  condemna- 
tion in  a  Prize  Court,  in  the  way  of  penalty  inflicted  on  an  offence,  is 


^  [As  to  colonial  and  coasting  trade,  see  The  Anna  Catharina,  4  C.  Bob.  107.] 


{ 
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to  go  farther  than  the  decisions  of  this  court  have  yet  gone,  and 
farther,  it  may,  perhaps,  be  thought,  than  it  is  competent  to  the  nature 
of  a  Court  of  Prizti  to  proceed.  The  court  will  pause,  therefore, 
before  it  stanctions  such  a  principle  in  any  case.  In  the  present 
instance,  more  particularly,  all  that  depends  upon  the  close  and 
excln^ive  character  of  the  coasting  trade  of  a  particular  country, 
rntin-ly  fails  ;  since  the  port  of  destination  is  Antwerp,  a  place  which 
h-As  been  declared  a  free  port  by  the  government  of  France,  and  which, 
therefore,  stands  clear  of  all  objection  drawn  from  the  restricted 
nature  of  its  tmde  in  time  of  peace.  On  these  grounds  it  is  hoped 
that  the  court  will  not  pronounce  this  vessel  subject  to  condemnation. 

In  n*ply,  the  Kin*fs  Adrocatr.     The  principle  of  law  on 
vhjc-h  this  vessel  will  be  subject  to  condemnation,  *  appeared  [  *  74  ] 
K)  ilt'ar  and  obvious,  that  il  was  thought  sufficient  merely 
to  "Tate  the  facts  in  the  original  argument.     If  a  question  is  made, 
however,  either  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  principle  itself,  or  as  to  the 
Cirt  that  the  court  has  already  a|>plied  it,  it  becomes  material  to  refer 
to  what  has  happened  in  many  rrcent  instances,  and  to  what  was  the 
more  ancient  practice  ot  this  court.     Tiie  principle  on  which  this 
country  formerly  acted,  was  to  consider  neutral  vessels  altogether 
rxtliiJrd  fr^m  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy,  under  the  penalty  of 
condemnation.^ 


i  Vrrm  n  pa^^'^'p  in  a  httrr  nt'  Sir  L.  .TmkiiH,  fOth  Ffhniarv,  1CG7,)  it  m«\v  bocol- 
W<t«lt(iit  ;it  that  tliiM»  a  vr--»r],  rarrviii;;  «'iu"iiiv'r»  j:«vm!s  iM'twron  the  port««  (if  an 
fMai^.  wn*  hi'lil  siiliji'i't  to  roiiih'iiui:itiim.  Mr  writrs  in  answrr  to  il  question  pro- 
pr-»«l  To  him  liv  kin;;  Charlfs  tlic  SrcfiiHl.  "'i'ht'  (pu'stitin  which  I  am  in  (ilMrdiiMue  to 
h*  Mau  »t\'<  nin«t  ;.'ra<-inu4  jtlra^iuif  tn  aU'^wtT  unto,  iK'in;]^  a  niattor  of  foc-t,  I  tliou^rht 
il  ci  »\r.x\  not  to  rrly  wlinlly  on  my  own  ni^-niory  or  oh^crvationf  but  farther  to  inf|uiro 
if  Sr  Ko^N-rt  \Vi*«nian.  his  M-iji'^ty'*  A<lvo<-atc-fiencral,  Mr.  AU'xaniU'r  Clerk,  his 
lLii#^}'fi  l'nM;tor«  Mr.  I^l£^l■^  IIow,  IVim-ipal  Actuary  or  K<*;;istrar  in  the  IIi;2h  Court 
of  A'imiraltv  fit'  Kn<:!anii,  wlirthrr  thrv  or  anv  of  them  had  o1>sen-e(I  or  could  rail  to 
Bh.  1  that,  in  thr  late  war  a;!aiu-«t  the  Dutch,  any  one  ^hip,  otherwi>e  free,  as  lH*lon;!in;; 
•ft  *i«*-  tji'  hi-  M:*j*'st]k's  allit'S  h:i\ini:  ••arriiMl  ifiKNls  lK'lon;:in;»  to  liis*  Majesty's  eneniicfl 
Crn  ••?:'■  •■ni'nn'x  |Kirt  tf I  ai.ot 111 T,  and  ht-iii;;  *iri/i-i{  at\er  it  had  di<i-liar^eil  the  .<aid 

pnr»i«.  I.^«!.!i  with  tl»i*  jmi U  A!' tli.it  l'ni;jht,  liad  Ih'imi  ailjud^ri-d  jirizi'  to  his  Majr-ty. 

Th^v  a!l  iinatiinioii«1y  ri'4oI\cd  thi-\  had  not  olm-rved  nor  eould  rail  to  miml  that  any 
W^u  \'i  Ijm*-nt  or  ronili'umation  i-\er  pa-^nl  in  thi*  oaiil  euurt,  ami  to  this,  their  te.tti- 
ttor.)  .  I  luu'f,  a*  far  a:»  my  e\|K'rirn'f  n-acht-s,  foniur." 

Tr  ffi  thi*  ijm-lion  ^m  pnijNi-.rd,  wiih  rf-pi-il  to  the  Mi1iM*ipicnt  voya;:e,  we  may  infer 
A*'  ih«*  t  oriri«.-i|nt'Mre  wa-"  a<hnittiMla^  to  tin-  imuiciliatc  viivairi',  at  h'aM  withenemv's  pro- 
j#  — »  ..ri  }iri.-tnl.  What  rfl*i*<-t  w;is  ;L-((Tihril  to  tliat  ein'uni'sUnrt',  or  whrtherany  Jl.-line- 
U-*.  »A»  adftiiliril.  doi-s  not  a])|H'ar.  Tin'  men»  i  ir'uni'itani'c  of  rarryin;;  eneni)'**  ;:o<mIs 
U:.:  I.  *  fyjhl  fi'ft  have  U-fu  the  ULiin  in;!ndi«'nt  in  the  (piotion,  as  btatrd  hy  ^^ir  L. 
JtLA.b-,  though  tbi:  prcccdinj^  letter  of  the  Swedish  n.hideut  adverts  to  tlmt  aluue. 
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*  75  ]       *  In  later  times,  which  have  admitted  many  relaxations  in 

•  76  ]  favor  of  the  navigation  of  neutral  states,  the  *  penalty  on 

vessels  so  employed,  in  an  open  and  undisguised  manner, 
has  been  reduced  to  a  forfeiture  of  freight.^  But  if  that  penalty 
attends  the  carrying  on  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy,  in  an  open 


The  events  which  followed,  point  also  to  the  same  principle,  whilst  they  serve  to 
explain  the  relaxation  which  has  taken  place.  The  admission  of  Dutch  s1iip»  into  the 
navigation  of  France,  had  been  granted,  on  the  terms  of  French  vessels,  by  Hen.  IV., 
in  1596,  as  a  boon  to  aid  *  the  resources  of  the  rising  republic  against  Spain,  and  that 
privilege  was  continued  through  successive  treaties  to  the  treaty  of  1647.  On  the  revi- 
sion of  the  French  maritime  system  under  Colbert,  in  1656,  the  coasting  trade  of 
France  was  intended  to  be  gradually  appropriated  to  French  subjects  by  imposing  an 
additional  tonnage  duty  on  foreign  vessels,  which  was  continued,  notwithstanding  the 
efforts  made  on  the  part  of  Holland  f  to  obtain  an  exemption.  In  substance,  it  is  con- 
sidered as  operating  to  a  virtual  exclusion  in  time  of  peace. 

With  a  view  to  the  advantage  in  time  of  war,  the  treaties  between  England  and 
Holland,  of  1668  and  1674,  stipulated  for  a  liberty  to  trade  to  the  ports  of  tihe  enemy 
during  war.  And  as  that  article  was  not  sufficiently  explicit,  an  additional  article  was 
signed  by  Sir  W.  Temple,  at  the  Hague,  1675,  which  expressly  declared  "  this  liberty 
to  extend  to  voyages  between  the  ports  of  the  same  enemy,  yet  so  that  this  dedaration 
shall  not  be  alleged  by  either  party  for  matters  which  happened  before  the  conclnsion 
of  the  late  peace,  February,  1673-4."  This  reservation  seems  to  imply,  that  vessels 
had  been  recently  drawn  into  judgment  on  a  different  understanding  of  the  principle. 
As  to  Dutch  ships,  therefore,  which  were  the  chief  carriers  at  that  time,  the  relaxation 
was  introduced  by  treaty.  It  was  adopted  also  between  England  and  France,  in  the 
Treaty'  of  Commerce  at  Utrecht,  1713.  When  the  privilege  was  so  far  conceded,  it 
may  be  supposed  to  have  been  extended  by  easy  gradations  to  other  nations. 

That  this  was  the  progress  of  the  alteration  is  rendered  more  probable  from  the 
manner  in  which  this  subject  is  treated  in  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  in  the  expres- 
sions that  fell  from  the  court,  about  the  middle  of  the  last  centurj-.     In  the  war  of 
1740  and  1744,  it  was  repeatedly  contended  that  neutral  ships  were  not  at  liberty  to 
engage  in  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy,  unless  under  the  privilege  of  treaty.    It  is 
in  one  case  asserted  in  argument,  that  in  1704  and  1707,  The  Pearle,  St  Peter,  and 
Tlie  Pierre  Joseph,  were  condemned  on  that  ground  by  the  Lords  of  Appeal ;  and  in 
The  Goede  Pearle,  a  Hamburg  ship,  from  Cette  to  Havre,  July  9th,  1747,  the  judge 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  expressed  himself  to  the  following  efiect :  —  *'  It  is  a 
case  which  stands  upon  the  law  of  nations,  [in  contradistinction  to  cases  under  special 
treaties,]  by  which  neutrals  cannot  let  out  their  ships  to  trade  from  French  port  to 
French  port."  In  that  case,  however,  the  freight  only  was  forfeited.    It  appears,  indeed, 
in  other  instances,  that  the  practice  of  the  court  did  not  at  that  time  enforce  the 
penalty  of  condemnation.    In  the  war  of  1756,  the  rule  continued  the  same,  and  also 
in  the  succeeding  war.     On  that  principle  The  Verandcren,  from  Bordeaux  to  Dun- 
kirk, 1778,  and  The  Prosperite,  from  Nantz  to  Dunkiric,  1779,  and  other  cases,  appeir 
to  have  been  restored. 

^  Emanuel,  1  Adm.  Rep.  p.  298. 

♦  La  Rich,  dc  la  Holl.  p.  167-7. 

t  Do  Witt's  Letters,  vol.  2,  p.  307,  455,  511,  534,  etpoisim. 
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and  undisguised  manner,  it  is  natural  to  expcet  greater  rigor  in  cases 
accorapanicd  with  a  concealment  of  the  purpose,  and  a  falsification 
of  all  the  ordinary  documents,  which  arc  by  the  law  of  nations 
required  to  disclose  the  real  nature  of  the  voyage.  In  such  cases  the 
course  which  this  court  has  pursued  in  various  instances,  has  been  to 
resort  to  the  more  strict  principle  of  former  times,  and  to  hold  the 
vessel  herself  subject  to  confiscation.  Two  cases  on  this  point  are, 
The  Edward,  Bartlet,^  and  The  IIofTnung.^  In  the  former  of  these 
cases,  some  observations  passed  in  argument  and  in  the  judgment,  on 
the  quality  of  the  cargo,  which  was  wine  going  to  the  neighborhood 
of  Brest.  The  latter  was  a  cargo  of  wine,  also,  going  to  Morlaix. 
Bat  in  that  case  the  court  observed  only  on  the  nature  of 
the  voyage  *  between  the  enemy's  ports,  with  a  false  desti-  [  *  77  ] 
nation,  and  expressly  noticed  the  distinction  between  an 
open  and  colorable  destination,  and  the  necessity  of  adhering  to  the 
more  strict  principle  of  condemnation,  in  cases  aggravated  by  a  falsi- 
fication of  the  ship's  paper?.  A  doubt  has  been  raised  as  to  the  com- 
petency of  a  Prize  Court  to  apply  confiscation,  as  it  is  termed,  in  the 
way  of  penalty.  But  that  argument  has  more  than  once  been 
rejected  by  the  Court  of  Appeal ;  and  in  one  case,  more  particularly, 
when  the  late  Lord  Rosslyn  distinctly  observed  upon  it,  "  that  it  had 
at  all  times  been  the  practice,  and  must  in  some  measure  alwqys 
attend  the  questions  which  a  Court  of  Prize  is  called  upon  to 
decide." '  As  to  the  concluding  argument,  that  Antwerp  is  a  free 
port,  and,  therefore,  distinguished  from  other  ports,  it  is  not,  in  point 
of  fact,  shown  in  what  manner  that  privilege  has  been  communi- 
cated. In  no  way,  however,  can  it  be  contended  that  the  private 
views  which  the  French  government  may  have  entertained  in  profes- 


'  Adm.  Kep.  vol.  4,  p.  C8.    Aflirmed  by  LonLi. 

*  Adm.  *Jd  April,  1805. 

*  The  French  Ordinances  liave,  in  ven*  modem  time:*,  considered  the  destruction  of 
pftpcn,  and  si'vcral  other  incidental  act^,  as  ?ub>tantivu  grounds  of  condemnation. 
From  an  extract  from  a  more  ancient  onlinance,  framed  ai)pareutly  fur  the  Sjuinidh 
KetherlamLs  and  printed  at  lirussi^b,  1G2I,  it  appi>ars  that  the  5jth  article  of  that 
Offdinance  distinctly  proclaime<l,  '*  That  all  gotMls  a]>i>ertaining  to  the  enemy  ^lulll  bo 
good  prize,  although  found  in  the  ships  of  suhjccts,  friemb,  or  allies ;  and  if  they  or 
anr  of  tliom  vhall  be  found  to  have  concealetl  the  goods  of  the  said  enemy,  or  usetl  any 
plots  to  hinder  the  discovery  of  them,  all  which  a]>i>ertain  to  them  who  have  committed 
the  said  Irand  shall  be  good  prize.** 

In  a  prize  order  of  Charles  I.  in  this  country,  A.  D.  1C27,  it  is  declared,  **  That 
foreigners'  attestations,  if  once  discovered  to  be  false,  bhall  forever  ai\er  bo  looked  on 
as  not  to  be  credited  in  any  court." 

5* 
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sing  to  restore  that  port  to  its  ancient  splendor,  will  vary 
[  *  78  ]  the  principle  which  this  *  country  holds  itself  justified  in 
applying  to  the  ports  of  a  belligerent  country  generally,  and 
to  vessels  employed  in  carrying  on  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  Upon  the  facts  in  this  case,  there  is  no  reasonable 
ground  to  doubt  that  the  ship  was  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  coast- 
ing trade  of  the  enemy  with  false  papers.  All  the  documents  pur- 
port a  destination  to  Embden,  but  the  ship  is  admitted  to  have  been 
forcing  her  way  to  Antwerp,  and  for  the  purpose  of  delivering  her 
cargo  there.  To  allow  that  the  parties  could  justify  such  a  devi- 
ation by  the  pretence  of  a  subsequent  intention  taken  up  at  sea, 
would  enervate  every  rule  that  could  be  laid  down  respecting  the 
coasting  trade  of  the  enemy.  As  to  the  principle  itself,  I  confess  that 
the  impression  of  my  mind  has  always  been  agreeable  to  what  has 
been  stated  by  the  King's  Advocate,  "  that  the  carrying  on  the  coast- 
ing trade  with  false  papers,  is  a  ground  of  condemnation,  according 
to  the  established  doctrine  of  this  court."  I  do  not  jnean,  at  pre-sent, 
to  enter  into  a  discussion  of  the  principle  which  the  court  has  in 
many  instances  already  applied.  If  there  is  any  doubt  upon  the 
rectitude  of  that  principle,  it  will  be  a  great  satisfaction  to  my  mind 
to  see  it  corrected  by  the  decision  of  the  Superior  Court  Until  that 
is  done,  I  shall  not  be  disposed  to  depart  from  the  rule  upon  which 
the  court  has  hitherto  proceeded.  With  regard  to  the  distinction  that 
has  been  drawn  from  the  character  of  the  port  at  Antwerp,  I  see 
nothing  in  the  peculiar  regulations,  which  the  French  government 
may  have  wished  to  form,  for  the  commerce  of  that  port, 
[  *  79  ]  that  can  extend  *to  neutral  ships  the  privilege  of  carrying 
on  the  coasting  trade  of  France  to  that  port,  on  any  other 
footing  relatively  to  foreign  states,  than  to  any  other  French  ports, 
acknowledged  as  such,  and  not  distinguished  by  any  singular  regula- 
tion whatever. 

Condemned. 
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The  Mars,  Murfey,  master. 

July  24,  1805.  • 

Ftfthcr  proof  of  ship  and  cargo,  not  allowed  to  parties  implicated  in  the  fraud  of  imposing 

a  false  destination.^ 

This  was  the  case  of  an  American  ship  and  cargo  taken  on  a 
Tojage  from  Amsterdam  to  Batavia,  though  ostensibly  described  in 
all  the  ship^s  papers  to  be  destined  to  Baltimore,  and,  in  a  letter  on 
board,  as  bound  to  Tranquebar. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  A'lwg"'*  Advocate  emd  Bx)binson  — 
This  is  an  American  ship  which  sailed  from  Amsterdam,  as  appears 
by  the  ship^s  papers,  bound  to  Baltimore ;  but  as  the  master  states,  in 
tbe  former  parts  of  his  depositions,  to  Tranquebar.     After  the  exami- 
aation  had  been  taken,  however,  but  before  the  master  was  repeated 
to  his  depositions,  he  begged  to  be  allowed  to  retract  his  former  repre- 
KDtation,  and  confessed  the  actual  destination  to  have  been  to  Batavia. 
That  account  is  farther  supported  by  the  evidence  of  another  witness. 
On  these  facts  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  this  ship  and  cargo  will 
be  Bobject  to  condemnation.     It  might  be  sutlicient  to  consider  it  as 
the  case  of  a  voyage  to  the  colony  of  the  enemy  from  a  port  not  of 
tbe  ooantry  of  the  shippers,  and  in  that  light  it  would  be  subject  to 
the  principle  which  has  been  laid  down  with  respect  to  the  colonial 
tnde.     If  it  should  be  said  that  the  nature  of  the  trade  of  Batavia  is 
not  to  be  considered  on  the  same  footing  as  a  trade  to 
the  dose  colonies  of  the  West  Indies,  *  still,  as  Batavia  is  [  *  80  ] 
pwt  of  the  territory  of  Holland,  a  voyage  from  Amsterdam 
to  that  settlement,  with  false  papers,  would  come  under  the  descrip- 
tion of  a  voyage  in  the  coa.sting  trade  of  the  enemy  with  false  papers. 
Bat  there  is  also  another  principle  which  will  eflect  this  case  with  con- 
dfmnation.    In  The  Rosalie  and  Betty,^  the  returned  cargo  of  a  ship- 
nient  sent  from  France  to  the  Isle  of  France  with  false  papers,  was  held 
wi)ject  to  condemnation,  on  the  ground  that  the  proof  of  property 
fce:iig  defective,  farther  proof  would    not    be  allowed    to    persons 
already  convicted  of  a  fraud  in  the  former  part  of  this  same  transac- 
tion.    In  the  present  case,  it  is  impossible  to  deny  that  a  shipment 
fr-'m  the  mother  country  to  the  settlement  of  the  enemy  must  be  a 
for  farther  proof;  if  that  is  requisite,  the  court  will  not,  under 


[Tbe  Urolins,  3  C.  Uob.  75.]  >  2  Adm.  Rep.  343. 
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the  precedent  of  the  case  cited,  hold  it  to  be  a  privilege  to  which 
parties  convicted  of  a  falsification  of  the  necessary  documents  in  the 
immediate  voyage  under  consideration,  can  safely  be  admitted. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Laurence.  There  is  no  reason  \o 
doubt  that  the  declaration,  which  the  master  has  made,  of  a  destina- 
tion to  Batavia,  proceeded  from  conscientious  motives,  and  that  it 
discloses  the  truth  of  the  transaction.  So  far  as  his  credit  is  affected, 
therefore,  it  is  rather  strengthened  than  impeached  by  this  disclosure, 
and  there  is  no  reason  to  disbelive  the  account  w^hich  he  gives  of  the 

other  parts  of  the  transaction.     As  to  the  question  of  pro- 
[  *  81  ]  perty,  he  speaks  *  with  great  confidence,  and  from  the  best 

source  of  information,  that  the  property  actually  belonged 
to  the  claimant  in  America,  and  that  it  was  derived  from  the  paro- 
ceeds  of  an  outward  cargo,  which  had  come  from  Baltimore  to 
Amsterdam.  There  is  no  room  to  doubt,  therefore,  as  to  the  actaal 
property  of  the  ship  and  cargo ;  and  if  the  ordinary  practice  of  the 
court  should  require  farther  proof  to  remove  the  little  suspicion  that 
may  arise  on  the  destination,  and  from  the  interference  of  the  agents 
at  Amsterdam,  there  is  no  doubt  that  satisfactory  proof  can  be  sup- 
plied. Upon  what  principle  then  can  it  be  said  that  the  claimant 
should  not  be  admitted  to  give  farther  proof?  Is  it  to  be  contended 
that,  if  an  agent  has  been  guilty  of  falsification,  the  owners  are,  there- 
fore, to  be  excluded  from  giving  evidence  of  their  property  ?  It  can 
only  be  by  some  imputation  on  their  own  veracity  that  they  can  he 
declared  incompetent  to  make  faith  in  a  court  of  justice.  If  their  pro- 
perty is  to  be  implicated  in  the  consequences  of  a  falsification  proved 
against  the  master,  it  is  necessary  at  least  that  they  should  be  affected 
with  a  privity  in  the  fraud.  In  the  present  evidence  there  is  notbingto 
affect  them.  It  appears  that  they  had  sent  a  cargo  of  coffee  and 
other  articles  to  Amsterdam,  and  had  given  directions  for  a  returned 
cargo  to  Baltimore.  A  change  of  intention  took  place  in  consequence 
of  information  that  those  articles  would  sell  well  at  Tranquebar,  and 
a  letter  is  produced,  containing  full  instructions  to  the  master  to  go 
to  Tranquebar,  and  from  thence  to  Calcutta.  This  is  the  only  charge 
imputable  to  the  owners.     If,  beyond  this,  the  agents  in  Holland 

should   have  ingrafted  on  their  [schemes  a  speculation  to 
[  •  82  ]  Batavia,  it  is  a  *  possible  case  of  fraud  in  the  enemy  agent, 

which  the  court  would  be  tender  of  fixing  on  a  neutral  me^ 
chant  in  a  distant  part  of  the  world,  who  was  under  the  necessity  of 
reposing  confidence  in  agents  in  Europe.  In  the  application  of  * 
rule  of  evidence,  which  points  more  to  the  veracity  of  the  persons 
from  whom  the  proof  is  to  come,  than  to  the  acts  of  their  agents,  the 
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court  will  not  deny  them  the  liberty  of  giving  an  account  of  their 
own  conduct  in  opposition  to  that  of  their  agents,  or  affect  them  with 
the  forfeiture  of  very  valuable  property,  as  a  direct  and  immediate 
penalty  for  the  malfeasance  of  persons  employed  by  them  as  their 
agents  in  Europe.  The  court  will  not  deny  the  parties  the  benefit  of 
farther  proof.  As  to  some  other  topics  which  have  been  introduced, 
the  nature  of  the  trade  to  Batavia  is  so  different,  either  from  the 
domestic  regulations  of  the  coasting  trade  between  the  ports  of 
Earopc,  and  from  the  closer  and  more  restricted  character  of  the 
colonial  trade  in  the  West  Indies,  that  arguments  drawn  from  ihe 
analogy  of  principles  relating  to  those  branches  of  commerce  cannot 
be  applied  to  this  case.  On  that  ground  it  is  unnecessary  to  say 
more  at  present,  since,  if  any  doubt  should  be  entertained  on  that 
head,  it  can  only  operate  to  reserve  the  case  for  the  result  of  inquiries, 
which  have  been  directed  to  be  made  in  other  cases,  respecting  the 
particnlar  nature  of  the  trade  to  Batavia  in  time  of  peace. 

In  reply,  the  A7w^'"'5  Advocate  and  Robimon — The  ca.sc  is  now 
reduced  to  a  very  narrow  compass ;  tlie  fact  of  a  false  destination  is 
admitted,  and  the  necessity  for  farther  proof  is  not  d^ied.  The 
whole  argument  turns  on  the  responsibility  of  the  principal 
•  for  the  acts  of  his  agents,  and  on  a  representation  of  the  [  *  ^3  ] 
hardship  of  imputing  to  him  the  eonsecjuences  of  a  false- 
hood, which,  it  is  said,  may  have  originated  with  the  persons 
at  Amsterdam.  The  rule  of  law  on  this  point  is  distinct  and  familiar 
to  every  system  of  jurisprudence ;  it  i.-<,  besides,  vindicated  against 
any  charge  of  injury  and  hardship,  by  considering  that  if  a  case  can 
be  supposed  to  occur,  in  whieli  the  fraud  is  imputable  only  to  the 
agent  exceeding  the  power  confided  to  him,  it  is  an  act  of  injustice, 
for  which  the  principal  must  be  entitled  to  a  legal  remedy  against 
him.  In  the  present  instance,  however,  it  will  be  a  satisfaction  to  the 
court  to  perceive  that  there  is  as  little  danger  of  affecting  the  princi- 
pal for  the  unauthorized  act  of  a  mere  agent,  as  can  present  itself  in 
any  case;  since  the  evidence  affords  abundant  reason  to  suppose  that 
the  whole  transaction  either  originated  with  the  claimant  in  America, 
or  was  concerted  in  communication  with  him.  The  cargo  appears 
to  have  bi'cn  assorted  by  the  principal  in  America,  as  the  instructions 
of  the  master  direct  him  to  go  to  Amsterdam  and  take  a  cargo 
which  was  to  be  prepared  for  him,  according  to  orders  already  given. 
Whatever  inference  arises,  therefore,  from  the  nature  of  the  articles, 
from  their  apparent  fitness  for  the  markets  of  the  east,  and  from  their 
unfitness  for  the  market  of  America,  it  is  to  be  referred  entirely  to 
the  act  of  the  principal  himself.     It  will  appear  farther  by  that  letter 
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that  the  trast  reposed  in  these  persons  in  Amsterdam  was  committed 
to  them  by  the  principal ;  they  were  not  persons  chosen,  as  it  some- 
times happens  in  cases  of  emergency,  by  the  master,  in  a 
[  •  84  ]  foreign  port ;  they  were  the  confidential  agents  *  of  the  princi* 
pal,  and,  as  such,  on  all  general  reasoning,  must  be  taken  to 
be  more  competent  to  bind  him  by  their  acts,  and  less  likely  to  trans- 
gress the  limits  of  a  commission  intrusted  to  them.      It  appears, 
farther,  by  another  letter  found  on  board,  which  is  now  represented 
as  the  authority  for  the  change  of  destination  from  Baltimore  to  Tran- 
qucbar,  that  the  intention  was  taken  up  in  consequence  of  some  com- 
munication as  to  the  fitness  of  the  cargo  for  that  market.    From 
whence  is  this  information  likely  to  have  come  but  from  the  agents 
in  Amsterdam  ?     If  the  suggestion  of  the  change  to  Tranqnebar  pro- 
ceeded from  them,  the  adventure  to  Batavia,  which  appears  to  have  been 
that  which  was  acted  upon,  would  in  all  probability  be  suggested  at 
the  same  time.     If  the  nature  of  the  deviation  is  considered,  it  cannot 
be  believed  that  an  agent  would  take  on  himself  to  counteract  so 
directly  all  the  provisions  of  his  employer ;  since  it  is  not  a  trifling 
substitution  of  one  port  for  another,  nearly  contiguous  and  of  the 
same  country.     The  owner,  in  the  letter  produced,  lays  down  a  plan 
to  be  executed  on  his  credit  in  the  Danish  and  English  settlements  in 
India,  and  informs  the  master  that  he  would  arrange  measures  for 
his  reception  there,  which  could  not  be  done  but  by  means  of  an 
extensive  correspondence ;  yet  all  this  scheme  is  set  asid^  at  once, 
without  any  apparent  reason,  and  without  any  adequate  authority,  • 
unless  we  suppose  that  the  real  interest  of  the  adventure  resided  in 
the  persons  in  Amsterdam.     The  suggestion  of  hardship,  therefore,  in 
this  case,  if  it  could  in  any  instance  avail  against  the  principle  of 
law,  is  effectually  removed  by  the  necessary  conclusion  that 
[  •85  ]  the  fraud  cannot  have  proceeded  *from  the  persons  in  Am- 
sterdam, without  the  privity  and  acquiescence  of  the  claimant 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  the  case  of  an  American  ship,  or  of  a  vessd 
documented  as  such,  and  furnished  with  an  American  register,  which 
came  to  Amsterdam,  and  there  took  on  board  an  assorted  cargo, 
which  was  to  have  been  delivered  at  Batavia.  It  appears  also,  from 
the  depositions,  that  the  vessel  had  been  engaged  in  the  same  course 
of  trade  on  a  former  voyage  ;  "  that  on  the  last  voyage  she  had  gone 
from  Baltimore  to  Amsterdam,  and  from  thence  to  Batavia,  where 
she  took  a  cargo  of  coffee,  and  proceeded  to  Baltimore,  where  her 
cargo  was  landed,  and  afterwards  reshipped,  and  delivered  at  Amste^ 
dam,  where  that  voyage  was  ended;  and  the  present  cargo  was  taken 
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on  board,  destined,  aecording  to  the  ship*s  papers,  for  Baltimore,  in 
America.*'     It  is  a  cargo  of  assorted  articles,^  apparently  not  very 


II  adapted  to  the  American  market,  but  rather  sueh  as  are  usually 
•elected  for  an  adventure  to  the  East  Indies.     This  appears,  even 
from  a  letter  of  the  owner  of  the  12th  of  April,  in  which  he  informs 
the  master,  ^  that  information  had  reached  him  that  such  articles 
would  answer  well  at  Tranquebar ;"  and  I  perfectly  agree  with  an 
observation  which  has  been  made,  that  that  letter  leads,  by  inevitable 
eooscqoeoce,  to  a  supposition,  that  there  had  been  some  correspond- 
ence or  communication  to  this  eflect,  between  the  claimant 
and  the  agents  in  Amsterdam.     The  vessel  sailed,  with  *this  [  *  86  ] 
letter  on  board,  expressing  a  destination  to  Tranquebar;  but 
it  appears  that  she  was,  in  fact,  not  going  to  that  port,  but  that  the 
cargo  was  to  have  been  delivered  at  Batavia. 

On  this  part  of  tht;  case  it  is  impossible  not  to  observe,  that  it  was 

a  Tcry  blamable  conduct,  even  supposing  Batavia  to  have  been  out 

of  the  case,  to  sail  with  a  false  representation  of  the  voyage  in  the 

ihip*fl  papers.     The  destination  is  a  fact  so  proper  to  be  known,  for 

every  purpo;Hr  of  justification  to  the  belligerent  cruiser,  and  of  conve- 

lieuoe  and  protection  to  the  neutral  claimant,  that  if  the  voyage  is 

changed  from  the  original  intention  before  the  ship  sails,  it  should  be 

notified  in  the  ship's  papers,  and  not  be  left  to  be  disclosed  only  by  a 

private  letter  on  board,  whilst  a  different  voyage  remains  standing 

in  ail  the  pa|MTS,  which  describe  it  as  a  voyage  to  Baltimore,  though 

I  niQ5t  believe  that  it  never  was  intended  that  the  vessel  should  go 

tl^re. 

Taking  the  case,  then,  on  the  lowest  footing,  on  which  the  rule  is 
Kttied«  as  to  the  penal  consequences  of  such  a  conduct,  that  it  will 
prtclade  the  parties  from  giving  farther  proof,  (if  that  should  be 
oeceA«ary,)  is  it  a  rase  that  re(|uires  farther  proof  or  not  ?  As  to  the 
cargo,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  farther  proof  is  necessary  ;  becau.«e, 
u  to  the  master's  representation  of  the  property,  "that  it  was  going 
br  the  account  and  risk  of  the  owners  of  th«^  ship,"  his  testimony  on 
that  p*>int  must  be  taken,  together  with  his  other  assertions,  "  that  it 
***  going  to  Tnin<iuebar.''  It  is  impossible  to  sepanite  the.-e  parts 
•f  the  same  testimony,  and  to  say,  that  the  necessity  for  farther  proof, 
u  tci  a  cargo  put  on  board  at  Amsterdam,  and  not  sup- 
ported by  a  "  rredJble  verification  of  th<^  master,  must  not  [  *  87  ] 
onke  every  rational  |>erson. 


*  lfqii«  vine,  beer,  gin,  waters,  gUu  ware,  tobacco  pii>cs,  woollens,  bats,  oils,  brushes, 
yntiMflOtv  canity  and  sundries. 
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With  respect  to  the  ship,  the  necessity  of  giving  further  proof  on 
that  part  of  the  case,  may  not  be  so  apparent,  as  it  was  an  American 
built  ship ;  but  she  had  run  but  for  a  short  time,  and  very  much  in 
Dutch  occupation.     The  only  voyage  which  she  had  made  before  had 
been  in  a  course  of  Dutch  trade  similar  to  that  in  which  she  was 
engaged  in  the,  present  voyage ;  and  if  I  advert  to  the  suggestion 
advanced  in  argument,  that  these  persons  in  Amsterdam  may  have 
taken  on  themselves  the  management  of  the  vessel,  and  may  have 
sent  her  to  Batavia  immediately  from  their  own  ports,  in  opposition 
to  the  professed  intention  of  the  owner,  does  not  that  dominioo, 
exercised  over  the  ship  contrary  to  the  will  of  the  ostensible  pro- 
prietor, raise  a  reasonable  suspicion  of  Dutch  interests  in  the  ship 
herself?     The  very  hypothesis  introduces  a  suspicion  of  Dutch  con- 
nection, and  renders  it  necessary  to  order  farther  proof,  even  as  to  the 
vessel. 

Then,  if  farther  proof  is  necessary,  let  us  see  from  what  sources  it 
may  be  expected  to  be  supplied.     From  the  claimants  in  America, 
it  is  said  ;  and  it  is  represented  to  be  a  great  hardship  to  affect  them 
as  principals  by  the  act  of  their  agents.     Whatever  the  hardship 
may  be,  I  fear  the  rule  of  law  is  so  established,  that  the  principal  ii 
answerable  for  the  acts  of  his  agent,  not  only  civilly,  but  penally,  to 
the  amount  of  the  property  intrusted  to  his  care.^     It  would  indeed 
be  impossible  for  a  Court  of  Prize  to  affect  the  proprietor  in  any 
other  way ;  and  whatever  the  apparent  hardship  may  be,  it  is  very 
much  softened  by  recollecting  that  if  he  has  sustained  any 
[  *  88  ]  injury  by  the   fraudulent  and  *  unauthorized   acts  of  his 
agent,  he  will  be  entitled  to  his  remedy  against  him.    But 
how  stands  the  fact  ?     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  fraud  was 
concerted  with  the  owner,  that  the  cargo  was  assorted  originally  for 
the  East  Indies,  and  that  the  letter  put  on  board,  purporting  a  change 
of  intention  for  Tranquebar,  was  framed  and  fabricated  only  for  the 
purpose  of  color  and  disguise.     It  is  impossible  that  the  Dutch  mer- 
chants could  have  taken  upon  themselves  to  alter  the  voyage,  and  to 
make  so  material  a  change,  without  having  an  interest  in  the  trans- 
action themselves,  or  without  apprising  the  asserted  proprietor  in 
America  of  what  they  were  intending  to  do.    The  letter  which  has  been 
produced  must  have  come  accompanied  with  some  other,  approving 
the  change,  if,  indeed,  the  destination  to  Batavia  is  a  change,  and  is 
not  rather  to  be  taken  as  the  original  plan  of  the  voyage.     Under 
these   considerations,   I  am   of  opinion,   that  this  case  does  come 


1  [The  United  States  v.  The  Malek  Adhel,  2  How.  S.  0.  Kep.  87.] 
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noder  the  ordinary  rule  as  to  the  ship,  as  well  as  to  the  cargo ;  that 
fiirther  proof  is  necessary,  and  that  it  is  not  a  case  in  which  the 
parties  are  entitled  to  supply  it 


The  Dorothy  Foster,  Sowden,  master. 

Jalj  24,  1805. 

8a1yis«.    Freight  inclnded ;  when  the  voyage  is  commenced,  and  the  fioeight  ifl  in  the  ooime 

of  being  earned. ^ 
(A  sloop  in  sight,  bat  becalmed,  held  not  entitled  to  share  in  military  salvage.]  * 

Tins  was  the  case  of  a  British  vessel  that  had  sailed  from  Savan- 
nah le  Mar,  in  Jamaica,  to  Blueficlds,  in  order  to  join  convoy  for 
England,  and  was,  in  the  course  of  that  navigation,  captured  by  a 
French  privateer,  and  recaptured  by  persons  who  put  off  in 
a  boat  from  *  the  shore,     A  claim  of  joint  salvage  was  [  *  89  ] 
ttdvanced  on  behalf  of  a  sloop  that  was  in  sight,  coming 
from  Savannah  le  Mar,  but  becalmed,  and  incapable  of  getting  up. 
The  pretensions  of  the  diflcrcnt  salvors  having  been  set  forth,  the 
principal  question  turned  upon  the  quantum  of  the  property  liable  to 
the  payment  of  salvage,  whether  the  freight  was  to  be  included  in 
that  estimate,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case. 

On  the  part  of  the  rccaptors,  the  Kinfif's  Advocate^  and  Swabey^ 
eontended  —  That  the  voyage  must  be  held  to  have  commenced ;  that 
the  ship  had  sailed  from  her  clearing  port,  and  although  she  was  pro- 
eeeding  to  Bluefields  for  the  purpose  of  joining  convoy,  such  a  pro- 
nuonal  destination  could  not  be  taken  as  a  suspension  of  the 
eommcncement  of  the  voyage,  since  it  might  happen  in  proportion 
to  the  danger  that  was  to  be  apprehended,  that  the  precaution  of 
taking  convoy  would  be  adopted  at  very  different  periods  in  diifcrent 
voyages ;  that  the  act  of  sailing  was  such  an  inception  as  would 
have  given  effect  to  any  insurances  that  that  had  been  made ;  and 
that  it  was  to  be  considered  for  every  purpose  as  an  actual  com- 
mencement of  the  voyage. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners,  Laurence  and  Adams  contended  —  That 


1  [Soe  The  Flnogrefli,  1  Edw.  2S3.]  *  [Bat  see  The  SptiUer,  1  Dodson.] 
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salvage  was  not  to  be  given  for  the  freight,  since  the  actual  voyage 
or  progress  towards  the  port  of  destination  had  not  commenced ;  that 
the  principle  of  salvage  was  to  be  applied  only  to  property 
[  *  90  ]  actually  saved,  and  not  to  contingent  earnings  *that  might 
afterwards  accrue  from  it ;  that  the  voyage  to  England  coald 
not  be  said  to  have  commenced,  as  the  vessel  was  only  on  her  course 
to  join  the  convoy  at  Bluefields ;  that  it  was  immaterial  to  inquire 
whether  insurance  would  have  attached  or  not,  since  that  was  a  mat- 
ter of  contract  merely,  and  would  depend  upon  the  terms  of  the  policy. 
An  insurance  might  run  from  the  time  of  shipment,  and  whilst  the 
vessel  lay  in  port;  but  the  rules  which  govern  contracts  of  that 
nature,  could  be  no  guide  for  the  court,  in  considering  whether  w 
not  a  salvage  service  had  been  effected  as  to  the  freight  in  this 
instance. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  There  are  two  questions  in  this  case ;  one  relating 
to  the  salvors,  the  other  to  the  amount  of  the  property  on  which 
salvage  is  to  be  decreed.  As  to  the  first,  it  appears  from  the  evidence 
of  persons  who  are  entirely  disinterested,  that  the  crew  of  the  sloop 
could  not  have  effected  the  recapture,  since  that  vessel  had  been 
separated,  and  was  becalmed,  and  could  not  have  got  up.  However 
active  their  intentions  might  have  been,  the  wind  did  not  favor  their 
exertions.  The  actual  captors  were  those  who  came  off  in  a  boat 
from  the  shore,  by  whose  approach  the  instant  terror  was  occasioned 
that  intimidated  the  French,  and  compelled  them  to  quit  their  prixe; 
these  persons  must  therefore  be  pronounced  to  be  the  sole  salvors. 

As  to  the  second  question,  whether  a  salvage  is  due  on  the  freight, 
that  will  depend  on  another  question  of  fact,  whether  the 
[  *  91  ]  freight  was  in  a  course  of  *  being  earned ;  because  I  cannot 
go  the  length  of  holding  that  it  would  be  sufficient  that  the 
ship  was  enabled  to  earn  freight  by  the  act  of  capture.  If  a  vessel 
had  been  cut  out  of  port,  and  had  b^n  afterwards  recaptured,  it 
could  not  be  contended,  I  conceive,  that  salvage  would  be  due  on 
the  freight  accruing  on  the  following  voyage.  Therefore  the  question 
recurs,  whether  the  freight  in  this  instance  was  in  a  course  of  being 
earned.  The  court,  in  giving  salvage  on  freight,  makes  no  separa- 
tion as  to  minute  portions  of  the  voyage.  If  a  commencement  has 
taken  place,  and  the  voyage  is  afterwards  accomplished,  the  whole 
freight  is  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  property  on  which  salvage 
is  given.  Then  was  the  ship  in  a  course  of  earning  freight?  Had 
she  commenced  her  voyage  ?  As  far  as  I  can  collect  from  the  affi- 
davits, the   voyage  was  commenced.     The  ship   bad  sailed  firoffl 
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Savannah  le  Mar,  in  Jamaica,  and  was  going  to  Blueficlds,  another 
port  of  that  island,  for  the  purpose  of  joining  convoy.  She  might  be 
under  engagement  to  call  for  convoy,  and  yet  be  in  itinere^  as  to  her 
own  voyage.  Considering  that  the  commencement  had  taken  place, 
and  that  the  voyage  was  afterwards  successfully  terminated,  and  that 
the  court  is  not  in  the  habit  of  giving  salvage,  pro  rata  ilinerisj  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  case  docs  come  fairly  within  the  general  rule, 
and  that  the  freight  should  be  included.  One  sixth  given  on  ship, 
cai]go,  and  freight     Total  value,  25,000/. 


•  The  Frau  Maroaretha,  Struer,  master.         [  *  92  ] 

July  25,   1809. 

CootnlwDd.  Dutch  cheese  to  Qoimpcr,  if  contrAband.   DiBtinction  from  the  caie  of  the  Jongt 

Morgmretha.    Farther  proof  of  property. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  cargo  of  Dutch  cheese  taken  on  a  voyage 
from  Amsterdam  to  Quimper. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King*s  Advocate  argued  —  That 
cheese  of  this  quality  had,  in  the  decisions  ^  of  the  late  war,  been 
eondemncd  as  contraband,  when  going  to  Brest ;  that  Quimper  was 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  Brest,  and  that  a  destination  to  Quim- 
per, whether  real  or  ostensible,  could  not  be  considered  in  any  other 
Ught  than  as  an  actual  destination  to  Brest,  under  a  mask  to  protect 
these  articles  in  their  course  to  the  naval  arsenal  of  the  enemy. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  A  destination  to  Quimper  cannot,  I  think,  be 
considered  as  such  an  idenlical  destination  with  a  voyage  to  Brest  as 
to  bring  this  cargo  under  the  authority  of  the  case  ^  which  has  been 
relied  on.  I  am  not  disposed  to  hold  that  these  articles,  on  this  desti- 
nation, are  so  clearly  contraband,  though  certainly  very  near  it,  as  to 
preclude  the  claimant  from  giving  further  proof  of  the  property. 

Farther  proof  ordered. 


1  JoDgo  Margaretha,  1  Adm.  Rep.  p.  189. 
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[  *  93  ]       *  The  Leifde  and  Jacobine,  Croes,  master. 

July  25,  1805. 
Practice.    Style  of  monitioD,  &c 

This  was  a  case  on  the  effect  of  a  monition  to  deliver  up  tbe 
cargo,  to  which  a  return  had  been  made  that  the  party  had  not  tbe 
cargo  in  his  possession. 

The  King^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  the  return  was  not  suffi- 
cient, and  moved  the  court  to  grant  an  attachment,  on  a  suggestioo 
that  it  was  now  admitted  that  the  cargo  had  been  sold  by  the  party, 
and  that  the  possession  of  the  proceeds  was  to  be  taken  as  eqaiva- 
lent  to  the  possession  of  the  cargo. 

The  Court  observed  —  The  terms  of  the  monition  might  hate 
expressed  "  the  proceeds,  as  well  as  the  goods."  The  present  instro- 
ment  has  been  confined  solely  to  the  cargo ;  it  would,  therefore,  be 
too  much  to  extend  the  construction  to  the  effect  of  granting  an 
attachment ;  it  will  be  more  advisable  that  another  monition  should 
be  taken  out  as  to  the  proceeds. 

So  decreed. 


The  Zelden  Rust,  Rozenna,  master. 

July  26,  1805. 

Contraband.    Dutch  cheese,  to  Corunna,  condemned.    Distinction  from  The  Fraa  Umx^ 

retho. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  cargo  of  Dutch  cheese  taken  on  an  asserted 
destination  from  Amsterdam  to  Corunna. 

[  *  94  ]       *  On  the  part  of  the  captors  —  A  joint  affidavit  was  pro- 
duced from  the  storekeeper  of  his  Majesty's  yards  at  Yar- 
mouth, and  a  dealer  in  articles  of  this  kind,  which  described  the 
cheese  to  be  fit  for  naval  stores,  and  such  as  is  usually  served  on 
board  French  and  Spanish  ships  of  war. 

On  these  facts,  the  King^s  Advocate  argued  —  That  a  destination 
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to  Corunna  was,  in  fact,  a  destination  to  Fcrrol,  since  those  ports 
were  both  in  the  same  bay,  and  so  situated  as  to  render  it  impossible 
to  prevent  supplies  from  going  immediately  to  Ferrol,  for  the  use  of 
the  Spanish  navy,  if  they  were  permitted  to  enter  the  bay  unmo- 
lested, on  an  asserted  destination  to  Corunna. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  it  was  contended — That  Corunna 
was  not  a  port  of  naval  equipment,  and  that  this  case  was  entitled 
to  the  same  considerations  as  were  applied  to  The  Frau  Margaretha.^ 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  It  certainly  has  been  held  by  the  court,  that 
eheese,  going  to  a  place  of  naval  equipment,  and  fit  for  naval  use, 
is  contraband.  As  to  the  quality  of  the  cheese,  in  this  instance,  there 
11, 1  think,  suflicient  to  satisfy  the  court,. from  the  representation  given 
of  it  by  a  person  conversant  with  this  particular  article,  in  the  way  of 
his  trade,  and  by  another  person  who  is  employed  in  the  capacity  of 
ftorekeeper  at  Yarmouth.  The  quality  may,  therefore,  be  fairly 
aasomcd  on  the  declaration  of  their  judgment ;  and,  if  going  to  a 
place  of  naval  equipment,  it  will  fall  under  the  rule  of  law  that  has 
been  applied  to  other  cases. 

•  Corunna  is,  I  believe,  itself  a  place  of  naval  equipment  [  *  95  J 
in  some  degree ;  and  if  not  so  exclusively,  and  in  its  promi- 
nent character,  yet,  from  its  vicinity  to  Ferrol,  it  is  almost  identified 
with  that  port.  These  ports  are  situated  in  the  same  bay,  and  if  the 
supply  is  permitted  to  be  imported  into  the  bay,  it  would,  I  conceive, 
be  impossible  to  prevent  it  from  going  on  immediately,  and  in  the 
same  conveyance,  to  Ferrol.  There  is,  in  this  respect,  a  material 
diiTerenee  between  the  present  case  and  the  case  which  happened  yes- 
terday, of  similar  articles  going  to  Quimper.  That  port,  though  in 
the  vicinity  of  Brest,  is  situated  on  the  opposite  side  of  a  projecting 
headland,  or  promontory,  so  as  not  to  admit  of  an  immediate  com- 
munication, except  by  land  carriage.  Without  meaning  to  interfere 
with  the  principle  of  that  decision,  I  think  myself  warranted  to  con- 
sider this  cargo,  on  the  present  destination,  as  contraband,  and,  as 
such,  subject  to  condemnation. 
Condemned. 


>  Supra,  p.  92. 
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The  Printz  Henrick  Von  Preussen,  Sephes,  master. 

August  1,  1805. 

Monition  to  distribnto  under  act,  27th  June,  1805,  §  7.  Queerer  if  an  agent  is  justified  k 
delaying  distribution  to  coyer  the  accounts  of  another  unsuccessful  capture  made  hj  tbe 
same  ship. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  motion  on  a  return  to  a  monition  which 
had  been  taken  out  on  the  part  of  the  petty  officers  and  crew  of  his 
Majesty's  ship  The  Spitfire,  against  Mr.  M'Adam,  the  agent,  calling 
on  him  "  to  exhibit  his  account  on  oath  in  the  registry  of  the  court, 
within  fifteen  days  after  service  of  the  monition,  and  to  proceed  to 
the  immediate  distribution  of  that  part  of  the  proceeds  belonging  to 
the  officers  and  crew  of  The  Spitfire,  and  certify  to  the  judge 
[  *  96  ]  that  he  had  so  done.  The  return  set  forth  *  that  The  Spit- 
fire having,  in  the  month  of  April,  1801,  in  company  with 
his  Majesty's  ship  of  war  Renard,  captured  the  prize,  the  usual  pro- 
ceedings were  had  in  this  court  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  until  the 
14th  of  Noveniber,  1803,  when,  no  libel  being  given  on  the  part  of 
the  claimant,  the  inhibition  was  decreed  to  be  relaxed ;  that  after  the 
settlement  of  the  cause,  the  agents  for  The  Renard  drew  up  a  state- 
ment of  the  account,  and  Mr.  M'Adam  paid  to  them  the  sum  of 
2,768/.  2s.  Sy.,  the  proportion  of  the  proceeds  due  to  The  Renard, 
leaving  in  his  hands  the  sum  of  2,909/.  I65.  6d.  as  the  proportioo 
belonging  to  The  Spitfire  ;  that  in  December,  1800,  The  Spitfire  cap- 
tured a  vessel  called  The  Vrow  Elizabeth,  Ackerman,  master,  and 
brought  her  to  Falmouth ;  and,  having  commenced  proceedings  in  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  ship  and  cargo  were  claimed ;  that  on 
the  5th  of  March,  1801,  the  ship  was  restored,  and  on  the  16th  of 
February,  1802,  the  cargo  was  also  restored ;  that,  having  been  pre- 
viously sold  under  the  authority  of  the  court,  the  net  proceeds  amount- 
ed to  only  the  sum  of  80/.  5^.  7t/.,  which  the  claimant  refused  to  accept 
as  a  restitution  ;  and  having  insisted  on  a  compensation  from  the 
captors  for  the  damage  sustained  by  the  cargo,  the  same  was  referred 
to  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  report  thereon ;  that  Mr.  AFAdam 
was  only  then  very  lately  made  acquainted  with  the  extent  of  the 
claimant's  demand  ;  and  that,  according  to  the  account  rendered  into 
court  on  the  11th  of  December,  1802,  the  value  of  the  cargo  was  esti- 
mated at  445/.  3s,  9c/.,  and  that  he  was  only  the  day  before  advised 
that  the  registrar  and  merchants  did,  on  the  7th  of  Maji 
[  •  97  ]  •  1805,  make  their  report  thereon,  but  that  he  was  not  then 
informed  of  the  amount  of  the  expenses  incurred  in  that 
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cause.  Ill  a  farther  eertificatc  of  the  distribution,  dated  the  26th  of 
July,  ISO'J,  it  was  stated,  "  that,  in  pursuance  of  a  notice  in  the  Lon- 
don Gazette  of  the  2oth  of  May  last,  the  agent's  son  did,  on  the  28th 
of  June,  pay  unto  all  the  parties,  officers  and  seamen,  who  were  enti- 
tled, and  who  personally  called  for  the  same,  their  several  proportions 
of  the  proceeds;  and  that,  on  the  12th  of  July,  he  paid  to  their 
agentd  and  attorneys,  who  called  for  the  same,  and  produced  legal 
authorities*,  the  several  proportions  due  to  them,  and  that  there  only 
remained  in  his  hands  about  700/.,  which  he  was  ready  to  pay." 

In  support  of  the  monition,  the  King's  Advocate.     Condemnation 
in  this  case  passed  in  May,  1801.     It  is  true  that  an  appeal  was 
entered,  but  it  was  not  prosecuted,  and  the  inhibition  was  relaxed 
10th  November,  lSO-3.     The  agent,  nevertheless,  retained  the  proceeds 
to  the  amount  of  2,090/.  for  several  months,  under  an  excuse  that  in 
•ome  other  ease  belonging  to  the  same  vessel,  the  proceeds  of  that  cap- 
tore  would  not  be  suliicient  to  make  restitution.     It  is  of  great  impor- 
tnnce  to  resist  sueh  a  plea,  since,  if  it  can  avail  in  law,  it  will  render 
the  pruviskions  of  the  act  of  parliament  perfectly  nugatory.     It  is  not  a 
jntftiiiable  excuse  for  delay,  in  one  instance,  to  say  that  there  are 
accounts  outstanding  of  other  prizes  taken  by  the  same  ship.  The  crew 
may  either  in  whole  or  in  part  not  be  the  same ;  it  is  material,  there- 
fufv,  that  the  court  should  discountenance  sueh  plea,  which,  by  resort- 
ing tu  the  complicated  ariounts  oi'  other  captures,  would 
render  "  the  regulations  of  the  act  of  no  elleet.     On  the  fact*,  [  '  OS  ] 
tile  futility  of  the  cxcum*  will  appear  by  the  particular  items 
of  the  account.     In  the  outstanding  account  of  the  unsuccessful  cap- 
tort,  the  whule  demand  of  the  claimant  was  only  330/.  of  which  30/.  is 
tdmitted  to  have  been  provided  from  the  proceeds.     There  was  cvi- 
driitly,  therefoH',  no  reason  for  the  detention  of  so  large  a  sum  for 
rts'tiiution  in  the  other  case,  if  that  could  in  law  be  deemed  a  legal 
eicu?e. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence..  The  monition  calls  on  the  agent  to 
ptT  in  the  money,  or  proceed  to  distribution,  which  has  been  in  eilect 
complied  with,  as  an  advertisement  has  already  been  inserted,  and 
tkc  disitribution  has  been  made  of  the  whole  sum,  except  700/.  which 
the  agent  was  also  ready  to  pay.  This  explanation  would,  it  is 
ftpprt-bended,  have  been  satisfactory  to  the  parties,  if  they  had  called 
vp^n  the  agent  |K*rsonally  in  the  fir>t  instance.  Instead  ol  giving 
kiiu  that  op|M)rtunity,  they  have  brought  him  somewhat  vexatiously 
Mure  the  court.  Until  the  end  of  1^S03,  the  interest  in  the  present 
prize  was  altogether  buspended  by  an  appeal.     When  that  was  con- 
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eluded,  the  accounts  of  another  capture  were  unsettled;  on  which  a 
very  important  question  presents  itself,  Whether  it  is  not  allowable 
to  connect  the  two  accounts,  so  as  to  provide  for  the  indemnification 
of  the  commanding  officer,  at  whose  risk  the  expenses  are  incurred? 
It  would  indeed  be   a  ruinous  system  to  hurry  on  the  distribution 
of  successful  captures  to  the  common  mariners,  and  to  leave  the  cap- 
tain responsible  for  the  result  of  other  captures,  which  may 
[  •  99  ]  have  been  made  by  the  same  ship's  company,  and  •whicfc 
may  be  depending  at  the  same  time.     Additional  expense 
would  also  arise  from  a  necessity  of  proceeding  to  separate  distribo- 
tions.     Under  these  considerations  the  court  will,  it  is  hoped,  be  of 
opinion  that  this  monition  has  been  needlessly  extracted,  and  direct 
the  agent  to  be  dismissed. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  It  would,  I  think,  be  improper  in  the  present  case^ 
which  is  the  first  that  has  arisen  on  the  late  act,^  to  dismiss  the  partf 
on  this  return ;  and  I  do  not  perceive  that  it  can  be  of  any  inconTe- 
nience  to  him  to  be  held  before  the  court,  until  such  time  as  the  on* 
claimed  shares  are  paid  over  to  Greenwich  Hospital.  The  monitioo 
was  extracted  at  the  suit  of  the  petty  officers  and  crew.  The  tenor  of 
that  monition  is  to  call  on  the  agent  to  distribute,  and  to  certify  to 
the  court  that  he  has  done  so,  which,  it  is  contended,  has  already  been 
performed,  because  the  distribution  is  begun.  I  conceive  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  to  be,  that  he  should  complete  and  settle  the  distribu- 
tion, and  that  it  is  not  enough  that  he  should  have  barely  begun,  and 
then  lie  by.  As  no  inconvenience  is  likely  to  ensue  to  the  agent, 
and  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  proceeding  which  tends  to  cast  any 
stigma  on  his  character,  I  shall  certainly  not  at  present  dismiss  him. 

Then,  with  respect  to  the  expense  of  the  application,  the  agent  has 
shown,  by  complying  with  the  monition,  that  it  was  not  altogether 
unfounded.  The  return  sets  forth  that  the  accounts  of  another  cap- 
ture were  not  settled,  and  that  the  captain  advised  him  not 
[•100]  to  *  distribute,  except  to  the  officers,  until  those  accounts 
should  be  liquidated.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  advice 
was  neither  proper  to  be  given,  nor  to  be  received,  and  that  the  agent 
should  not  have  acted  in  compliance  with  it.  When  a  prize  has 
become  a  vested  interest,  the  parties  in  distribution  are  entitled  to  their 
share  ;  and  if  the  captain  makes  another  seizure,  he  is  answerable  for 
the  discretion  of  that  act. 


1  Prize  Act,  27th  June,  1805,  sect  71. 
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Laurence.  The  other  seizure  which  had  been  made  by  this  vessel 
was  a  prior  seizure.  I  may  be  permitted  to  observe  also,  as  this  is  a 
arw  qaestion,  that  it  is  represented  to  have  been  the  practice  invariably 
parBaed  in  the  navy  to  discharge  unsuccessful  seizures  by  other  prizes 
belonging  to  the  same  vessel,  and  that  it  is  felt  to  be  a  question  of 
great  moment  and  importance  to  commanding  oiRcers,  whether  this 
practice  shall  be  continued  or  overruled. 

CoiTRT.  The  circumstances  of  tlic  present  case  do  not  render  it 
aeoessary  for  me  to  give  a  decided  opinion  upon  the  general  law,  and, 
therefore,  as  it  is  pressed  as  a  point  of  considerable  importance  to 
the  oavy,  I  wish  to  be  understood  to  determine  this  case  on  its  own 
particalar  facts;  though  speaking  hastily,  I  do  not  see  that  the  prac- 
tice described  can  be  sur^tained  by  the  court,  except  in  cases  where  a 
general  consent  to  such  an  efTcct  is  shown.  It  appears  to  me  that 
the  application  was  proper  to  be  made  to  the  court,  and  that  the 
petitioners  are  entitled  to  be  indemnified.  Without  meaning  to 
cipressany  thing  vindictive  or  in  a  tone  of  censure  and  indignation,  I 
tm  of  opinion  that  the  justice  of  the  case  requires  that  the  agent  should 
be  condemned  in  the  expenses  of  this  proceeding. 


•  T 


TiiK  Charlotte  Chkistine,  Petersen,  master.    (  •  101  ] 

Au;;ust  1,  1805. 

BSeriAdc.  IIa%re.  Approximation  to  the-  Morkadcd  port,  so  as  to  expose  the  blockadcrs' 
fcrr«  lo  the  l*attciU-«  on  the  coa<it,  &c.,  not  a<lint!{>il>le,  under  a  purpose  of  taking  a  pilot 
lar  a  Dri;;hb<)rin};  port  J 

Thm  was  the  case  of  a  Danish  vessel,  with  a  cargo  of  fir  timber, 
taken  off  C'a(>e  La  lleve,  and  proceeded  against  on  the  ground  of  a 
breach  of  the  blockade  of  the  Seine. 

On  the  original  depositions  the  master  had  stated —  That  he  was 
boQod  from  a  |)urt  in  Norway  to  a  market  in  France;  that  he  was 
i|>priMrd  of  the  blockade  of  Havre;  that  on  his  passage  lie  was  warned 


'  ^Ne<^.  too.  The  Gate  Erwartuug,  6   C.  Itob.  182 ;  The  Ncutralitot,  3  C.  ilob.  30 ; 
TWAithur,  1  Kdw.  203.] 
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not  to  enter  any  of  the  French  ports  as  far  as  Fecamp,  which  were 
put  under 'blockade,  9th  of  August,  1804;  that  he  came  to  Beachy 
Head,  and  sailed  from  that  port  with  an  intention  of  proceeding  to 
Caen  ;  that  he  had  come  oft'  Cape  La  Heve  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
a  pilot  for  Caen ;  that  he  had  sailed  in  sight  of  the  British  frigates  fat 
some  hours  before  the  capture,  and  that  he  had  brought  to  on  the 
first  appearance  of  the  boat  that  came  oft*  to  examine  him ;  that  he 
was  actually  sailing  for  Caen,  and  had  no  intention  of  breaking  the 
blockade  of  Havre.     Permission  was  given  to  the  captors  to  answer 
this  representation,  and  affidavits  were  now  exhibited  from  the  com- 
manding ofticer,  and  other  officers  and  men  of  the  capturing  ye884 
which  stated  the  vessel  to  have  been  in  tow  by  a  pilot-boat^  and  nnk* 
ing  for  the  shore  when  she  was  first  hailed  ;  that  she  refused  to  bring 
to,  until  the  captors  were  obliged  to  fire  a  shot  at  her;  that  she  was 

so  near  to  the  shore  as  to  be  almost  under  the  protection  of 
[  •  102  ]  *  the  batteries ;  and  that  several  shot  were  fired  from  the 

batteries  at  the  capturing  boat ;  that  she  was  steering  in  fiv 
the  shore  when  she  was  first  perceived. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship  was  bound  with  a  cargo  of  deals  to  t 
port  of  France,  being  consigned  to  the  master  with  a  discretion  to 
find  a  market  for  his  cargo,  as  he  had  an  undoubted  right  to  do  in  anj 
port  of  France,  which  was  not  blockaded.  To  Havre  he  was  not  it 
liberty  to  go,  since  he  himself  admits  that  he  knew  that  port  to  be 
under  blockade.  He  came  to  Beachy  Head,  and  there  determined  to 
proceed  to  Caen,  and  sailed  with  a  fair  wind  on  the  evening  preced- 
ing the  capture.  He  came  in  sight  of  the  French  coast  between  four 
and  five  o'clock  the  next  morning,  so  that  he  had  the  benefit  of  the 
whole  day  for  deliberation,  if  any  difficulty  occurred,  as  he  states  the 
port  of  Caen  to  be  of  difficult  entrance  and  approach. 

According  to  the  master's  account,  it  was  only  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  a  pilot  for  Caen,  that  he  made  for  Cape  La  Heve ;  and  thatii  ^ 
represented  to  be  the  point  where  pilots  usually  ply  for  Caen,  whid  tj 
could  not  be  so  well  approached  on  the  other  side.  That  this  mij 
be  the  ordinary  course  for  Caen  is  not  improbable,  but  the  practice 
must,  I  conceive,  have  been  a  little  interrupted  by  the  continuance  of 
the  blockade  of  Havre.  It  is  scarcely  to  bo  supposed  that  there  was 
not  some  other  station,  to  which  pilots  must  have  resorted,  since  the 
mouth  of  the  Seine  has  been  interdicted,  or  that  the  same  difficultj 
of  obtaining  a  pilot  for  Caen  on  this  side  of  Cape  Barfleur,  that  is 
said  to  have  prevailed  in  ordinary  times,  should  still  exist 
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•  It  may  be  admitted,  however,  on  this  point,  that  the  [  *  103  ] 
nastcr  might  be  misled  by  the  former  practice,  and  that  he 
might  have  intended  very  innocently  to  take  a  pilot  off  Cape  La 
Heve.  He  says  that  he  had  passed  the  English  frigates  with  a  sig- 
nal flying,  and  without  opposition,  which  is  not  contradicted  ;  and  so 
Ear,  it  appears,  his  conduct  had  not  excited  any  great  suspicion.  But 
the  case  is  materially  altered  in  the  sequel,  when  wc  learn  from  his 
own  admission  that  he  had  stood  in  within  one  mile  of  the  shore, 
after  he  had  perceived  a  pilot  boat  to  be  coming  out  to  him.  There 
vrasy  then,  no  necessity  to  go  in  farther ;  yet  he  continued  to  approach 
the  shore,  and  after  he  had  been  hailed  by  the  captors,  and  had 
refused  to  bring  to  on  the  first  notice.  This  view  of  his  conduct  does, 
I  think,  warrant,  and  indeed  compel,  the  court  to  hold,  that,  whatever 
the  equivocal  cause  of  such  a  situation  may  be,  a  person  cannot  be 
allowed  to  approach  so  near  to  a  blockaded  port  as  to  place  himself 
almost  within  the  cflcctual  protection  of  the  shore,  and  WMth  no  neces- 
sity existing.  To  allow  such  an  approach  would  render  the  whole 
purpose  of  blockade  perfectly  nugatory. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  master  had  seen  the  pilot-boat  at  twelve 
miles*  distance,  early  in  the  morning ;  that  he  had  hoisted  a  signal, 
and  perceived  the  boat  to  be  coming  olT.  What  had  he  to  do,  then, 
bnt  to  have  waited  when;  he  was,  and  where  he  had  passed  the  fri- 
gates, as  he  says,  without  being  considered  to  be  in  a  suspicious  situ- 
ation ?  Instead  of  this  prudent  and  natural  course  of  conduct,  he 
continued  to  approach,  and  in  defiance  of  the  captor's  boat,  since  it 
appears  that  he  did  not  bring  to  until  a  gun  was  fired  at  him.  The 
extreme  imprudence  of  this  behavior,  and  the  great  improbability  that 
any  person  would  so  act  but  from  some  sinister  motive,  lays 
*  him  under  the  avoidable  imputation  of  being  engaged  in  [  *  104  ] 
an  attempt  to  break  the  blockade.  It  is  a  possible  thing 
that  his  intention  was  innocent ;  but  the  court  is  under  the  necessity 
of  octing  on  the  presumption  which  arises  from  such  a  conduct,  and 
of  inferring  a  criminal  intention.  On  a  full  consideration  of  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  on  the  representation  of  the  party 
himself,  I  am  bound  to  pronounce  that  this  ship  and  cargo  were  sail- 
ing in  breach  of  the  blockade  of  the  Seine,  and  that  they  are  conse- 
quently subject  to  condemnation. 
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The  Huntress,  Stinson,  master. 

September  11  and  12,  1805. 

Salvage.    Not  given  on  recapture  of  a  cargo  of  naval  stores  going  to  Gibraltar  and  Malta,  oi 
the  account  of  the  American  government,  and  for  the  American  squadron. 

This  was  the  case  of  a  demand  for  salvage  on  an  American  ship 
and  cargo  recaptured  from  a  Spanish  cruiser,  which  had  seized  the 
vessel  as  prize,  on  a  ground  that  she  was  bound  to  Malta,  with  a 
cargo  of  provisions  and  naval  stores,  on  a  destination  to  a  belligerent 
port 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kingfs  Advocate  and  Arnold.    The 
principle  of  law  is  now  settled,  that  neutral  property  recaptured  fiom 
the  enemy  shall  pay  salvage,  when  there  is  reasonable  ground  to  cofl* 
elude  that  it  would  have  been  subject  to  condemnation  in  the  conrte 
of  the  enemy.     With  respect  to  American  vessels,  more  especiallj, 
the  propriety  of  the  rule  has  been  recognized  by  the  law  of  that  coon- 
try  which  establishes  the  payment  of  salvage  for  such  8C^ 
[  *  105  ]  vices  ;  and  in  the  case  of  The  Betsey ,i  before  the  *  Lords  of 
Appeal,  an  American  ordinance  to  that  effect  ^  was  expressly 


*  Lords,  ]May,  1803. 

-  The  Court  of  Appeal  in  that  case  decreed  a  salvage  of  one  third,  with  reference 
to  the  Act  of  Congress,  2d  of  March,  1799,  "  which  enacted,  that  the  ships  orgoodirf 
the  citizens  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  any  natioB  io 
amity  with  the  United  States,  retaken  from  the  enemy,  should  pay  salrage,  •ccoi'i' 
ing  to  the  following  rates :  if  retaken  within  twenty-four  hours,  one  eighth ;  witfcin 
forty-eight  hours,  one  fifth ;  within  ninety-six  hours,  one  third ;  and  above  ninety-iX 
hours,  one  half." 

The  former  ordinances,  of  25th  June,  1798,  and  9th  July,  1798,  related  only  totbe 
property  of  American  ciiizcns  and  subjects,  and  established  a  very  indefinite  nte, 
leaving  it  at  the  discretion  of  the  court,  between  the  proportions  of  one  eighth  and  oie 
half. 

Since  the  ordinance  of  1799,  a  later  ordinance  of  3d  of  iMarch,  1800,  seems  to  hi^ 
remodelled  the  law  on  this  subject,  by  enacting,  with  respect  to  American  sobjccdr 
^  1,  that  vessels  or  goods,  belonging  to  any  persons  resident  within  or  under  the  pio* 
tection  of  the  United  States,  and  retaken  from  the  enemv,  before  thev  hare  been  con- 
demned  as  prize  by  any  competent  authorities,  shall  pay,  in  lieu  of  salvage,  if  retikei 
by  a  public  vessel  of  the  state,  one  eighth ;  and  if  retaken  by  a  private  vcsmIi  one 
sixth ;  and  if  such  vessel  sliall  appear  to  have  been  set  forth  and  armed  as  a  vessel  of 
war,  one  half.  The  third  section  relates  to  the  property  of  alien  friends,  and  enadi 
^*  tliat  the  vessels  or  goods  of  persons  permanently  resident  within  the  territory,  uA 
under  the  protection  of  any  foreign  government  in  amity  with  the  United  States^  uA 
retaken  by  the  vessels  of  the  United  States,  shall  be  restored  to  the  owner,  he  f^pH 
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noticed  and  applied,  in  fixing  the  rate  of  salvage  which  was  decreed. 
As  to  the  danger  from  which  this  cargo  has  been  saved,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  doubt  that  a  cargo  of  naval  stores,  going  to  the  ports 
•  of  the  enemy  of  Spain,  and  seized  on  that  very  account  [  *  106  ] 
by  a  Spanish  cruiser,  would  have  been  liable  to  confiscation 
in  the  Prize  Court  of  Spain. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Swabey.  The  principle 
of  salvage  is  not  to  be  taken  so  broadly  as  it  is  now  represented. 
The  general  rule  has  been,  on  great  deliberation,  decided  the  other 
way  in  the  case  of  The  Jongc  Lambert,  (5th  Adm.  Rep.  p.  54,  fi,) 
and  the  departure  from  that  practice,  which  prevailed  during  the  later 
period  of  the  last  war,  rests  solely  on  the  violence  of  French  cruisers, 
and  the  notorious  injustice  of  the  prize  tribunals  of  France.  In  the 
present  case,  the  capture  was  made,  not  by  a  French  cruiser,  but  by 
a  cmiser  of  a  nation  which  has  always  adhered  to  the  principles  of 
the  general  prize  system,  with  its  accustomed  regularity  and  honor. 
There  is,  therefore,  no  ground  for  a  suggestion  of  danger  to  this  pro- 
perty, bt?yond  its  just  liability  to  capture  by  the  law  of  nations. 
Then  what  was  that  ?  and  wliat  were  the  particular  circumstances 
under  which  the  cargo  was  going  ?  It  was  a  cargo  going  on  the 
account  of  an  independent  government,  whose  acts  are  entitled  to  be 
so  far  distinguished  from  the  mere  mercantile  speculations  of  indi- 
vidaals,  that  they  are  to  be  received  and  considered  with  the  fullest 
confidence  and  good  faith  on  the  part  of  other  governments,  and  are 
not  on  slight  grounds  to  be  called  in  question.  What  was  the  pro- 
fessed purpose  and  destination  of  these  articles?  They 
were  not  even  going  *  necessarily  to  Malta,  but  were  con-  [  *  107  ] 
signed  to  that  port  only  on  the  event  of  the  American  squa- 
dron being  there,  with  a  direction  to  go  on  to  Syracuse,  if  that  should 
be  the  place  of  rendezvous,  as,  indeed,  it  was  expressed  to  be  most 
probable.  The  reality  of  this  purpose  is  guaranteed  by  the  certificate 
of  the  French  minister  of  commercial  relations  in  America.     It  is 


fisTt  and  in  lien  of  sal? a^«  such  i>ro]K)rtion  of  tlio  value  thereof  a?  by  the  law  or  u<iagc 
of  meh  g:0TerDiii€iit,  within  whos^c  territon-  ^\\v\\  fomicr  owner  shall  l»e  h>  reMdenl. 
dull  bv  nM|uirv<l  of  any  ves:ii>l  or  ^ooils  of  the  United  States  under  like  ein*unL*>t4inrcs 
of  rpcsptiirc :  and  wlicre  no  such  law  or  usage  i^hall  l>c  known,  the  same  sdva«:e  fhall 
be  allowed  as  Li  provided  by  the  first  section  of  this  act.  rn>vided.  also,  that  no  ?uch 
Tewel  shall  be  so  restored  to  such  tbrmer  owner,  in  anv  case  when  the  same  slinll  have 
been  condemned  as  prize  by  competent  authority  before  the  recapturiN  nor  in  any 
eaoe  when,  by  the  law  or  usage  of  the  forei^rn  government,  the  goods  or  vessels  of  sul>- 
jecto  of  the  United  Staios,  in  like  circumstances,  would  not  be  restored." 
VOL.    VI.  7 
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impossible  to  suppose,  therefore,  that  the  result  of  any  proceeding 
instituted  as  to  this  vessel  in  the  Prize  Court  of  Spain  could  have 
been  unfavorable  to  the  property,  or  that  it  would  not  have  been 
restored  immediately,  according  to  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  with 
due  attention  to  the  certificate  of  the  French  minister,  which  may  be 
considered  as  a  special  pass  or  permission,  under  the  authority  of  an 
ally  in  the  war. 

In  reply,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Arnold.  Since  this  case  was 
first  opened,  a  particular  paper  has  been  pointed  out  to  the  notice  of 
the  captors,  as  having  the  effect  of  a  special  permission  or  pass  from 
the  French  minister,  and  it  is  contended  that  this  instrument  woaU 
have  removed  all  danger  from  the  cargo  in  the  tribunals  of  Spain. 
But  how  would  this  certificate  have  produced  any  such  effect?  To 
the  tribunals  of  Spain,  an  independent  state,  it  could  not  operate  with 
the  force  of  direct  authority.  It  might  be  doubted  even  whether  the 
instrument  itself  had  not  been  obtained  by  misrepresentation  and 
surprise,  and  the  Spanish  government  might  justly  expect  that  aoe^ 
tificate,  which  was  designed  to  operate  in  their  courts,  should  hjiTC 
been  confirmed  by  the  signature  of  the  Spanish  minister  in  America. 
The  relations  of  Spain  and  America  have  stood  for  some  time  on 

terms  bordering  on  hostilities ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed 
[  *  108  ]  *  that,  in  the  view  which  a   Spanish  court  of  law  would 

have  taken  of  these  articles  going  to  Gibraltar  in  the  first 
instance,  in  their  way  to  Malta,  they  would  have  been  considered  as 
innocent.  On  the  contrary,  from  the  impression  which  the  captors 
seem  to  have  entertained  of  the  consequence,  it  is  evident  that  the 
result  of  the  seizure  was  not  so  certain.  The  court  will,  therefore, 
under  all  these  circumstances,  consider  it  as  a  case  in  which  salvage 
ought  to  be  decreed,  according  to  the  law  of  the  American  govern- 
ment, and  according  to  the  proportion  fixed  in  their  ordinance. 

•  Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  question  arising  on  the  recapture  of  an 
American  vessel  laden  with  stores  and  provisions,  and  going  with  a 
contingent  destination  to  Malta  or  Syracuse,  when  she  was  taken  by  a 
Spanish  privateer,  and  retaken  by  a  privateer  of  this  country.  It  has 
been  truly  stated  that  neutral  property  recaptured  is  not  subject  to 
salvage  by  the  general  rule  of  law  on  this  subject,  founded  upon  a  , 
supposition  that  justice  would  have  been  done  if  the  vessel  had  been 
carried  into  the  port  of  the  enemy ;  and  that  if  any  injury  had  been 
sustained  by  the  act  of  capture,  it  would  have  been  redressed  by  the 
tribunal  of  the  country  to  whose  cognizance  the  case  would  regolady 
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have  been  sabmitted.     It  is  true,  likewise,  that,  during  the  last  war, 
the  universal  system  of  plunder  and  violence  which  was  practised  on 
the  part  of  France,  drew  this  court  out  of  its  usual  course,  and 
induced  it  to  decree  salvage,  with  the  perfect  acquiescence  of  the 
sabjccts  of  neutral  states,  who  were  fully  sensible  of  the  ser- 
vice •  that  was  rendered  to  them  by  taking  them  out  of  [  *  109  ] 
French  hands.^     But  this  exception  did  not  alter  the  esta- 
lished  doctrine  of  the  court.     It  was  a  deviation  which  originated  in 
cases  of  French  capture,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  it  has  been  applied 
in  recaptures  from  other  states.^ 

This  is  a  recapture  from  a  Spanish  cruiser.  But  it  is  said  that  the 
treaty  between  Spain  and  America  expressly  prohibits  the  carrying  of 
articles  of  this  description  to  the  ports  of  an  enemy.  Certainly,  if 
the  cargo  was  going  absolutely  to  Malta,  and  in  a  way  of  being 
made  subservient  to  the  use  of  the  enemy  of  Spain,  under  the  article 
of  the  treaty,  it  would  be  subject  to  seizure  and  confiscation,  and  that 
might  lay  a  ground  for  salvage  on  the  part  of  a  recaptor.  But  the 
fiict  is  not  so  established  —  it  was  not  going  to  Malta,  consigned  to 
English  possession,  and  English  use,  but  for  the  supply  of  the  Ame- 
rican squadron,  which  was  at  that  time  employed  in  those  seas.  It 
was  not  even  going  decidedly  to  Malta,  but  to  the  station  of  the 
American  Commodore,  wherever  that  might  be,  who  was  cruising  in 
those  seas,  for  the  purpose  of  defending  the  trade  of  America  against 
the  corsairs  of  Barbary,  who  are  in  some  measure  to  be  considered  as 
the  common  enemy  of  the  commerce  of  Spain  and  America,  and  all 
other  states. 

The  property  belonged  to  the  American  government,  which  was 
not  engaged  in  traflic  lucrandi  cama^  but  was  exporting  the  present 
supply  only  for  the  use  of  its  own  squadron.     I  am  to  con- 
sider, then,  under  what  aspect  such  a  *  vessel  would  have  [  *  110  ] 
been  viewed  in  the  Spanish  Court  of  Prize,  in  a  fair  and 
just  light,  and  not  under  any  violent  or  capricious«tL*eling,  that  for  the 
purposes  of  the  present  argument,  may  be  imputed,  as  likely  to  divert 
the  learned  person  who  presides  in  that  court,  from  the  performance 
of  his  duty.     There  is  no  ground  for  such  a  surmise.     This  court 
will  not  lightly  entertain  a  suspicion,  so  injurious  to  the  honor  of  the 
Spanish  tribunals,  or  suppose  that  the  known  and  established  princi- 


«  [Sec  Tho  War  Onskan,  2  C.  Rob.  2D9.] 

•  Since  decreed  •  in  the  PrinciiKi  do  la  Paix,  in  the  case  of  wme  dollars,  the  pro- 
perty of  merchants  of  Portugal,  captured  on  board  a  British  packet,  and  recaptured 
from  a  Spanish  cruiser. 

*  22d  April,  1800. 


Ill  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


Tho  Huntress.    6  C.  Rob. 


pies  of  justice  would  not  meet  with  the  same  candid  observance  in 
the  courts  of  that  country  as  in  those  of  our  own. 

There  is  enough,  I  think,  to  convince  this  court,  and  any  other 
court  which  I  am  to  suppose  would  be  guided  by  the  same  principles 
of  impartiality  and  justice,  that  this  cargo  was  not  going  on  a  specu- 
lation of  individuals,  who  might  be  catching  at  opportunities  of  gain, 
in  violation  of  the  duties  imposed  upon  them  by  the  public  treaties 
of  their  country,  but  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  American  govern- 
ment, destined  for  the  supply  of  the  American  squadron  in  those 
seas.  All  the  evidence  in  the  case  speaks  the  same  language.  There 
is  the  charter-party,  with  the  agent  of  the  American  government 
There  is  the  letter  or  public  despatch  of  the  officer  of  marine,  coDtaio- 
ing  directions  to  the  American  agent  at  Malta.  There  is,  beyond 
that,  I  observe,  amongst  the  original  papers,  one  under  the  seal'  and 
sign-manual  of  the  President  of  the  United  States,  describing  the 
nature  and  purpose  of  this  consignment.  That  is,  moreover,  I  will 
not  say  confirmed,  because  nothing  can  go  higher  than  the  declara- 
tion of  the  government  itself,  but  accompanied  by  a  certificate  from 
the  British  and  French  ministers.  Now,  I  cannot  but  assent  to  what 
has  been  observed  on  this  point,  that  great  respect  is  due  to 
[  *  111  ]  *  the  declaration  of  the  government  of  a  state  ;  not  to  the 
extent  that  has  sometimes  been  contended  for,  that  the  con- 
voy of  a  vessel  of  the  state,  or  public  certificates  that  the  goods  on 
board  arc  the  property  of  their  subjects,  should  be  at  once  received  as 
authority  to  establish  that  fact,  and  to  supersede  all  farther  inquiry, 
because  it  is  very  possible  that  governments  may  be  imposed  upon 
with  regard  to  facts  of  that  nature,  which  they  can  take  only  on  the 
representation  of  interested  individuals.  But  when  there  is  an  ave^ 
ment  like  this,  relative  to  their  own  immediate  acts,  it  would  be  a 
breach  of  comity  and  respect  due  to  the  declarations  of  an  indepen- 
dent state,  to  doubt  the  truth  of  an  assertion  which  could  not  have 
been  made  but  uppn  a  thorough  knowledge  and  conviction  of  the 
fact. 

It  is  a  thing  so  highly  improbable  in  itself,  that  a  government, 
which  has  always  professed  a  most  guarded  neutrality,  should  be 
sending  out  supplies  for  the  use  of  the  British  fleet,  and  in  violation 
o{  an  express  article  of  its  treaty  with  Spain,  that  it  could  scarcely 
have  raised  a  surmise  of  that  nature  in  the  deliberate  and  unbiassed 
judgment  of  any  court  of  justice.  In  addition  to  the  monstrous 
improbability  of  such  a  supposition,  all  the  papers  solemnly  assert  a 
different  application.  It  is,  I  conceive,  utterly  impossible  that  these 
articles  could  have  been  considered  in  a  Spanish  Prize  Court  as  going 
for  British  use,  or  as  liable  to  be  converted  to  the  supply  of  the  Bri- 
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tish  garrison  at  Malta.  What  might  have  been  the  case,  if  a  cargo 
of  this  kind  had  been  going  on  a  speculation  of  individuals,  even  for 
the  supply  of  the  American  squadron,  I  wil^  not  take  upon  me  to  say. 
Articles  of  this  description,  belonging  only  to  individuals, 
and  arrived  *in  a  belligerent  port,  might  have  been  subjected  [  *  112  ] 
to  a  demand  of  preemption,  and,  therefore,  might  perhaps 
have  warranted  a  different  rule  of  decision  in  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  Spain.  But  as  a  cargo  going  on  the  account  of  the  govern- 
ment  of  the  United  Sates,  and  not  of  individuals,  I  cannot  but  think 
that  it  would  have  been  protected  in  specie  from  any  such  demand  in 
the  port  of  Malta,  and  that  it  would  have  been  free  from  all  danger 
of  an  unfavorable  interpretation  in  Spain.  On  these  considerations 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  privateer,  which  has  made  the  recapture,  is 
not  entitled  to  any  thing  in  the  nature  of  salvage,  nor  to  more  than 
the  expenses  of  bringing  the  question  before  the  court,  as  it  certainly 
was  a  question  proper  enough  to  be  submitted  to  judicial  determi- 
nation. 


The  Hoffnung,  Schmidt,  master. 

September  11,  1805. 

Bloduide  of  Cadiz,  if  raised.  Renewal  not  to  be  presumed, — notification,  &C.,  necessary  to 
tbe  reoommenoemcnt  of  a  blockade  of  that  species  de  wwo,  [whero  blockaders  arc  driven  off 
by  force.] 

This  was  a  case  of  a  Swedish  vessel,  which  had  sailed,  the  17th  of 
Jnlyi  from  Nantes,  with  a  cargo  of  corn  or  Hour  for  the  port  of  Seville, 
which  was  claimed  under  his  Majesty's  instructions,  1st  February, 
1805. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kinff's  Advocate  and  Adams.     This 
vessel  appears  to  have  laid  for  some  time  under  an  embargo  in  the 
port  of  Nantes,  and  to  have  been  liberated  at  last  on  the  condition 
that  she  should  take  a  cargo  on  board  for  Seville,  notwith- 
standing *the  blockade  of  St.  Lucar,  which  comprehends  [*  113] 
that  port,  and  which  had  existed  since  the  notification  of  the 
25th  of  April.     On  a  former^  occasion  a  doubt  was  entertained 


^  THheten. 
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whether  the  blockade  of  St.  Lucar  had  been  resumed  after  Sir  John 
Orde  was  driven  off.  It  now  appears  from  a  coramunication  with 
the  admiralty,  that  immcjjliately  after  the  intelligence  was  received 
respecting  Sir  John  Orde's  squadron,  directions  were  sent  to  Lord 
Collingwood  to  proceed  to  Cadiz ;  and  that  he  had  arrived  on  that 
station  on  the  8th  of  June.  It  cannot  be  doubted,  therefore,  that  long 
before  the  date  of  this  transaction,  it  must  have  been  perfectly  noto- 
rious at  Nantes  that  Cadiz  and  St.  Lucar  were  in  a  state  of  blockade. 
It  appears,  indeed,  from  a  correspondence  which  passed  between  Lord 
Collingwood  and  the  neutral  consuls  at  Cadiz,  on  the  23d  July,  that 
he  had  been  before  that  port  some  time,  and  had  given  public  intima- 
tion of  his  intention  to  enforce  the  blockade. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  It  is  mate- 
rial to  consider  the  dates  of  this  transaction,  for  the  purpose  of  judg- 
ing how  far  persons  at  Nantes  can  be  supposed  to  have  made  thii 
shipment,  in  defiance  of  any  knowledge  of  the  blockade  of  Cadiz  and 
St.  Lucar,  The  cargo  was  put  on  board  in  the  month  of  June,  and 
the  ship  sailed  about  the  11th  July,  nearly  ten  days  before  the  date  of 
that  letter  of  Lord  Collingwood  to  the  consuls  of  Cadiz,  which  seems 
to  refer  to  their  letter  of  the  19th,  as  the  first  communication  that  had 
passed  on  the  subject.     The  ship  was  captured  at  a  considerable 

distance  from  the  coast  of  Spain,  and  long  before  she  •ould 
[  *  114  ]  have  *  contravened  any  recent  rights  that  might  arise  out  of 

a  blockade  de  facto ^  accompanied  with  due  notice  and  warn- 
ing. In  a  former  case  of  The  Triheten,  nearly  the  same  circum- 
stances occurred,  and  on  that  occasion  the  court  intimated  an  opinion, 
that  if  it  was  meant  to  affect  neutral  vessels  with  an  observance  of 
the  blockade  of  Cadiz,  under  the  notification  of  the  25th  April,  it 
should  be  shown  that  that  notification  had  been  renewed,  and  repub- 
ished,  after  the  interruption  which  it  had  received  from  the  appear- 
ance of  the  combined  fleets.  No  fact  of  that  kind  is  now  alleged, 
but  it  is  attempted  to  supply  the  place  of  that  public  notice  by  the 
notoriety  which,  it  is  said,  must  have  prevailed  in  the  ports  of  France, 
from  the  appearance  of  Lord  Colli ngAVood's  squadron  off  those  port*. 
As  far  as  we  can  collect  from  that  correspondence,  the  operation  of 
^  his  squadron  on  that  station  must  have  been  subsequent  to  the  date 
of  this  transaction.  No  facts  have  been  shown  to  induce  the  court 
to  recede  from  the  decision  which  it  made  in  the  former  cases,  in 
which  the  ships  and  cargoes  were  restored. 

In  reply,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Adams.    The  claim  for  the  cargo 
in  this  case  is  given  under  the  instructions  of  the  1st  Februaryi  which 
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contain  an  exception  of  blockaded  ports.  It  will  be  immaterial, 
therefore,  whether  the  notification  of  the  25th  April  shall  be  held  to 
be  in  force  or  not,  since  it  will  be  sufficient  to  support  the  condition 
expressed  in  these  instructions,  if  the  port  shall  be  shown  to  have 
been  under  a  state  of  blockade  de  facto  only,  not  accom- 
panied *  by  any  notification.  If  it  is  considered  that  Lord  [  *  11*3  ] 
Collingwood  had  been  despatched  to  tiiis  station  two  or 
three  months  before  the  date  of  the  present  transaction,  it  will  appear 
highly  improbable  that  the  actual  renewal  of  the  blockade  of  Cadiz 
should  not  have  been  known  at  Nantes  at  the  time  of  shipment,  or 
before  the  sailing  of  this  vessel.  If  a  doubt  only  prevailed  upon  the 
subject,  as  it  was  a  shipment  made  altogether  under  special  indul- 
gence,  means  ought  to  have  been  taken  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the 
report  That  a  doubt  did  exist,  is  evident  from  a  paper  found  on 
board,  purporting  to  be  a  certificate  from  the  Prussian  consul  at 
Nantes,  "  that  he  had  received  no  communication  from  his  own  coun- 
try as  to  the  blockade."  On  this  point,  however,  it  is  possible  that 
some  distinction  may  be  admitted  between  the  case  of  the  ship  and 
cargo,  because,  as  the  cargo  was  shipped  under  the  order  of  the  Spa- 
nish government,  that  government  must  have  been  apprised  of  the 
renewal  of  the  blockade,  long  before  the  intelligence  could  reach  neu- 
tral nations.  It  was  to  be  expected  that  immediate  orders  should 
have  been  given  to  the  Spanish  agents  at  Nantes  not  to  persevere  in 
the  execution  of  a  shipment,  which  could  no  longer  be  completed 
without  violating  the  reservation  expressly  announced  in  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  1st  February. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     There  had  been  a  very  humane  order  issued  by 
the  British  government,  in  consideration  of  the  distress  to  which  the 
kingdom  of   Spain  was   reduced   by  famine,  to  permit   cargoes   of 
ooro  to  be  carried  to  that  country,  without  exception  as  to 
•the  property,  but  with  a  reservation,  "that  it  should  not  [  *  116  ] 
be  carried  to  blockaded  ports.-'     This  was,  unquestionably, 
a  very  beneficent  and  liberal  relaxation  of  the  rights  of  war,  since  an 
enemy  has  a  right  to  avail  himself  of  the  exigency  produced  by 
famine,  as  well  as  by  any  other  distress.     There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
this  relaxation  was  received  by  Spain  with  suitable  impressions ;  and 
it  was  incumbent  on  the  government  of  that  country  to  take  care 
that  their  orders  were  properly  carried  into  effect,  and  that   they 
should  not  be  abused  to  cover  fraudulent  attempts  to  violate  a  block- 
ade that  was  imposed  on  any  of  the  ports  of  Spain. 

It  appears  that  the  ports  of  Cadiz  and  St.  Lucar  were  put  under 
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blockade  by  a  notification  of  the  25th  of  April ;  but  it  unfortunately 
happened   that  the   notification   issued  at  a  time  when  it  became 
equally  notorious  that  no  blockade  actually  existed,  since  the  British 
squadron  had  been  recently  driven  ofl*  by  a  superior  force.     In  a 
former  case,^  a  question  was  raised,  whether  the  notification  wbick 
had  issued,  was  not  still  operative,  at  least  for  the  purpose  of  sustain- 
ing the  effect  of  these  instructions.     But  the  court  was  of  opinioo 
that  it  could  not  be  so  considered,  and  that  a  neutral  power  was  not 
obliged,  under  such  circumstances,  to  presume  the  continuance  of  t 
blockade,  nor  to  act  upon  a  supposition  that  the  blockade  would  be 
resumed  by  any  other  competent  force. 

It  was  argued  on  that  occasion,  that  neutrals  were  bound  to  act 
upon  such  presumptions,  and  on  the  same  principle  on  which  it  hu 
been  held  that  when  a  blockading  squadron  is  driven  off  by  advene 

winds  they  are  bound  to  presume  that  it  will  return,  and 
[  *  117  ]  that  there  is  no  *  discontinuance  of  the  blockade.    But  Off* 

tainly  the  two  cases  are  very  difierent.  When  a  squadnm 
is  driven  ofl*  by  accidents  of  weather,  which  must  have  entered  into 
the  contemplation  of  the  belligerent  imposing  the  blockade,  tbeie  is 
no  reason  to  suppose  that  such  a  circumstance  would  create  a  change 
of  system,  since  it  could  not  be  expected  that  any  blockade  would 
continue  many  months  without  being  liable  to  such  temporary  inte^ 
ruptions.  But  when  a  squadron  is  driven  off  by  a  superior  force, 
a  new  course  of  events  arises,  which  may  tend  to  a  very  different 
disposition  of  the  blockading  force,  and  which  introduces,  therefore, 
a  very  different  train  of  presumptions  in  favor  of  the  ordinary  free- 
dom of  commercial  speculations.  In  such  a  case,  the  neutral  mo^ 
chant  is  not  bound  to  foresee  or  to  conjecture  that  the  blockade  will  be 
resumed,  and,  therefore,  if  it  is  to  be  renewed,  it  must  proceed  de 
novo,  by  the  usual  course,  and  without  reference  to  the  former  state 
of  facts,  which  has  been  so  effectually  interrupted.  On  this  principle 
it  was  that  the  court  held  the  former  blockade  to  have  become 
extinct,  and  intimated  an  opinion  that  there  should  be  a  repetition  of 
the  same  measures,  on  its  recommencement,  to  bring  it  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  neutral  states,  either  by  public  declaration,  or  by  the  noto- 
riety of  the  fact. 

It  is  not  now  contended  that  any  new  declaration  has  issued,  and 
the  court  has  already  determined  that  the  former  notification  had 
become  extinct.  It  remains,  therefore,  to  be  considered,  whether 
there  has  been  that  notoriety  of  the  fact,  from  the  operation  of  time 


^  [The  Christina  Margaretha,  6  C.  Bob.  62.] 
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or  from  other  circumstances,  which  must  be  taken  to  have  brought 
the  existence  of  the  blockade  to  the  knowledge  of  the  parties. 

•  Among  other  modes  of  anccrtaining  that  fact,  a  prevail-  [  *  118  ] 
iog  consideration  undoubtedly  is,  the  length  of  time,  in  pro- 
portion to  the  distance  of  the  country  from  which  the  vessel  sails. 
Wba^  I  have  to  lament  in  this  instance  is,  that  we  labor  under  an 
ignorance  of  the  true  terminus  a  quo,  not  having  the  necessary  in- 
formation as  to  the  time  when  Admiral  Collingwood  returned  to  that 
station.  Although  something  is  to  be  collected  from  the  letters,  to 
which  a  reference  has  been  made,  they  do  not,  I  think,  supply  suffi- 
cient information,  or  with  such  precision  as  can  enable  me  to  found 
a  jodicial  sentence  upon  it. 

With  regard  to  the  ship,  I  am  bound  to  advert  to  the  situation  of 
hardship  in  which  Swedish  vessels  were  placed  by  the  embargo 
which  was  imposed  upon  them  in  the  ports  of  France.  It  was  a 
material  object  with  the  French  govcTumcnt,  to  have  the  ports  of 
Spain  supplied  with  articles  of  provision.  To  efTect  this  purpose,  it 
was  not  unlikely  that  means  of  imposition  and  force  would  be 
employed,  more  especially  against  Swedish  vessels,  who  were,  in  a 
particular  manner,  inopcs  conciiii,  owing  to  the  cessation  of  all  diplo- 
matic correspondence  between  their  own  government  and  France. 
They  had  been  put  under  an  embargo,  and  were  released,  it  appears, 
for  the  purpose  of  being  made  the  instruments  of  conveying  these 
supplies  to  the  ports  of  Spain.  It  is  natural  to  suppose,  that  any 
information  that  might  have  reached  the  government  of  France,  as 
to  the  actual  state  of  the  ports  of  Spain,  would  be  withheld  from 
them.  Unless  it  is  shown,  therefon*,  in  the  clearest  manner,  that  the 
knowledge  of  the  actual  blocrkade  of  Cadiz  and  Saint  Lucar,  which 
ia  said  to  have  existed,  had  reached  the  masters  of  these 
*  vessels,  I  shall  think  myself  bound  to  act  towards  them  [  '119  ] 
with  great  indulgence,  and  with  due  consideration  of  the 
difficulties  under  which  they  were  placed. 

Their  case  is  very  difterent  from  that  of  the  proprietors  of  the 
cargo.  For  who  are  they?  The  Spanish  government;  who  were 
bonnd  to  observe  the  most  perfect  candor  and  good  faith.  They 
could  not  but  know  the  fact,  if  Cadiz  was  actuallv  blockaded.  It 
was  their  duty  to  have  transmitted  the  earliest  information  to  their 
agents  in  France,  and  to  have  altered  the  destination  of  their  cargoes 
to  other  ports,  to  which  they  might  go  without  infringing  the  in- 
structions which  had  issued  in  their  favor.  There  is,  therefore,  a 
material  distinction  between  the  sliip  and  the  cargo.  Unless  it  is 
proved  in  the  most  nne({uivocal  manner,  that  the  master  was  atfcctcd 
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with  a  knowledge  of  the  alleged  blockade,  I  shall  hold  the  vessel  to 
be  exonerated.  With  respect  to  the  cargo,  if  it  is  shown  that  the 
blockade  did  exist,  and  that  there  had  been  time  for  communication 
from  Spain,  those  interests  will  not  be  entitled  to  the  same  indul- 
gence. I  shall,  therefore,  at  present,  make  no  other  order,  but  to  re- 
quire the  recommencement  of  the  blockade  to  be  distinctly  ascertained, 
meaning  to  apply  the  inferences  that  may  arise  from  the  interval  of 
time,  very  differently  to  the  case  of  the  ship  and  of  the  cargo. 

On  a  subsequent  day  ^  this  case  came  before  the  court  again,  on 

the  information  required  to  be  produced,  of  the  time  when 

[  *  120  ]  Lord  •  Collingwood  resumed  the  blockade  of  Cadiz.     No 

farther  information  was  exhibited,  but  only  the  certificate  of 

the  admiralty,  stating  "that  Lord  Collingwood  arrived  off  Cadiz  on 

the  8th  of  June."     The  cause  was  argued  on  the  sufficiency  of  that 

act,  and  the  inferences  deducible  from  it,  whether  they  were  such  as 

could  be  held  to  reestablish  the  blockade,  so  as  to  impose  on  the 

government  of  Spain  an  obligation  of  counteracting  this  shipment, 

previous  to  the  sailing  of  the  vessel. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  What  the  court  has  already  decided,  on  the  best 
consideration,  is,  that  the  raising  of  the  former  blockade,  by  a  supe- 
rior force,  was  a  total  defeasance  of  that  blockade  and  its  operations. 
Whether  that  is  a  sound  opinion  or  not,  must  be  left  to  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Superior  Court.  My  persuasion  is,  that  there  could 
not  be  a  more  effectual  raising  of  the  blockade  ;  and  that  it  should 
be  renewed  again  by  notification,  before  foreign  nations  could  be 
affected  with  an  obligation  of  observing  it  as  a  blockade  of  that 
species  still  existing.  Under  this  view  I  have  already  intimated  my 
opinion  that  the  mere  appearance  of  another  squadron  would  not 
restore  it,  but  that  the  same  measures  would  be  necessary  for  the  re- 
commencement that  had  been  required  for  the  original  imposition  of 
the  blockade,  and  that  foreign  merchants  were  not  bound  to  act  on 
any  presumption  that  it  would  be  de  facto  resumed. 

It  became,  therefore,  very  desirable  that  some  account  should  be 
given  of  the  manner  in  which  the  blockade  was  recommenced  In- 
quiries were  directed  to  be  made  at  the  admiralty,  which  have  pro- 
duced no  other  answer  than  this,  "  that  Lord  Collingwood  had  arrived 
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off  Cadiz  on  the  8th  of  June;"  and  a  letter  is  produced  from  Lord 
Collingwood  to  the  foreign  consuls  at  Cadiz,  of  the  23d 
of  July,  of  which   the  court  was   *  already  in  possession.  [  *  121  ] 
This  appears  to  me  to  be  very  unsatisfactory,  since  Lord 
Collingwood  might  arrive  off  Cadiz  with  very  different  intentions. 
He  might  go  there  with  a  fleet  of  observation  merely,  or  for  purposes 
of  a  qualified  blockade. 

The  court  expressed  a  wish  to  be  informed  whether  any  orders  had 
been  sent  to  Lord  Collingwood  respecting  the  renewal  of  the  blockade, 
and  whether  it  had  been  notified  to  the  Spanish  government  In 
answer  to  these  inquiries  no  farther  information  is  obtained  than  what 
relates  to  the  arrival  of  Lord  Collingwood,  and  the  letter  of  the  23d 
of  July.  It  is  manifest,  I  think,  that  Lord  Collingwood  did  connect 
the  two  blockades  together,  and  that  the  same  apprehension  has  been 
entertained  since.  But  I  am  of  opinion,  as  far  as  my  opinion  can 
have  any  weight,  that  this  interpretation  cannot  be  supported,  but  that 
It  would  be  necessary  that  the  same  form  of  communication  should 
be  observed  de  twvoj  that  is  required  toestablir^h  an  original  blockade. 

The  question  now  is,  whether,  independent  of  any  notification,  the 
fact  of  Ix)rd  Collingwood's  arrival,  and  his  subsequent  conduct,  were 
foch  as  would  impress  on  foreign  nations  the  obligation  of  knowing 
that  there  was  a  blockade  ilc  facto ;  and  more  particularly  whether 
the  Spanish  government  ought  to  have  taken  notice  of  it,  so  as  to 
have  communicated  the  intelligence  to  the  shi|)pers  in  France,  and 
to  have  prevented  the  sailing  of  this  cargo.  On  the  former  hearing, 
I  was  of  opinion  that  the  Swedish  vessel  was  clearly  excused, 
although  the  Spanish  government  might  possibly  be  aflbcted  with 
the  obligation  of  communicating  advice  to  their  agents.  In  the  case 
of  The  Faick,  it  appeared  that  the  violence  of  the  French 
government  *  had  actually  forced  that  vessel  out  of  port,  and  [  *  122  ] 
in  defiance  of  the  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  which  the 
master  admitted  himself  to  have  received,  but  at  a  later  period  than  the 
date  of  this  transaction.  I  am  now  to  consider  whether  any  evidence 
is  produced  that  can  fix  iipon  the  Spanisli  government  a  knowledge 
of  the  blockade,  that  should  have  prevented  the  sailing  of  this  vessel, 
and  that  should  aflect  them  legally  with  the  consequences  of  culpable 
negligence.  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  not.  It  appears  from  the 
letters  of  the  23d  and  2'3th  July,  that  the  que^tion  was,  at  that  time, 
dubious  at  Cadiz,  and  that  some  vessels  had  been  sufl'ered  to  pass. 
That  the  Spanish  government  at  Madrid  should  be  impressed  with 
a  distinct  knowledge  of  the  fact,  that  was  rendered  doubtful  at  Cadiz 
on  the  23d  of  July,  so  as  to  have  prevented  the  sailing  of  this  vessel 
from  Bordeaux  on  the  13th  of  July,  is,  I  think,  out  of  all  physical 
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possibility,     I  must,  therefore,  make  the  same  decree  in  this  case  as 
in  other  cases  under  the  instructions. 

Restored  on  payment  of  the  captor's  expenses. 


The  Vigilantia,  Reynaert,  master. 

September  12,  1805. 

Ycsscl  sold  in  a  blockaded  port,  by  a  neutral,  who  had  himself  purchased  of  the  enemy  n 
the  commencement  of  hostilities.    Farther  proof  necessary.    Befosed. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship,  originally  French,  that  had  come  out  of 
the  port  of  Havre,  in  ballast,  during  the  blockade,  July,  1805,  and  wm 
claimed  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Dammers,  of  Embden,  under  a  transfer 
asserted  to  have  been  made  to  him  from  another  neutral  merchant 
during  the  blockade  of  that  port. 

It  was  alleged  that  the  vessel  had  been  acquired  by  pn^ 
[  *  123  ]  chase  from  the  original  French  owner  in  *  July,  1803,  befmc 
the  commencement  of  the  blockade,  and  it  appeared  tliat 
she  had  continued  in  that  port  until  the  time  of  sailing  on  the  pre- 
sent voyage. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  contended  —  That  a  ship 
coming  out  in  ballast  was  not  guilty  of  a  breach  of  blockade,  on 
account  of  any  transfer  that  might  have  taken  place  between  neutnl 
persons  in  that  port.  As  to  the  former  sale  by  which  the  vessel 
passed  from  the  French  owner  to  the  seller,  that  transaction  was 
altogether  prior  to  the  blockade,  and  could,  therefore,  not  be  made 
subject  to  any  rules  or  principles  of  law  arising  out  of  that  system; 
that  if  any  doubt  was  entertained  as  to  the  fact  of  property,  it  could 
only  be  directed  to  be  cleared  up  in  the  ordinary  way  of  proof  as  io 
the  original  transfer. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate.  The  former 
asserted  transfer  from  the  enemy  proprietor  took  place  in  July,  1803, 
yet  the  vessel  continued  to  lie  in  Havre  for  two  years,  till  July  in  tbc 
present  year.  This  circumstance  alone  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  strong 
suspicion  that  the  former  sale  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  giving  to 
the  pretended  purchaser  the  use  and  property  of  the  vessel,  but  as  a 
mode  of  cover,  and  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  substance  of  the 
transaction  more  effectually  from  the  view  of  the  court    Itia  by  such 
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a  contrivance  rendered  impossible  for  the  court  to  obtain  satisfactory 
evidence  of  the  actual  transfer  from  the  enemy.     It  cannot  be  denied 
that  such  a  transfer  must  be  a  subject  of  farther  proof.     By 
this  shifting  of  character  the  *  court  is  entirely  precluded  [  *  124  ] 
from  calling  on  the  original  purchaser  to  support  his  title, 
and  that  artifice  is,  no  doubt,  intended  to  cover  the  defect  of  proof, 
which  necessarily  exists  in  such  a  case.     If  a  neutral  vessel  which 
bad  entered  the  port  of  an  enemy  before  the  commencement  of  a 
blockade,  is  allowed  to  be  transferred  whilst  lying  there  to  a  neutral 
purchaser  within  a  reasonable  period  of  time,  it  wull  not  follow  that 
the  same  permission  should  continue  during  the  whole  blockade,  or 
for  the  considerable  space  of  time  during  which  this  ship  appears  to 
have  laid  in  the  blockaded  port. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  There  are  two  facts  in  this  case  which  attract 
attention.  First,  that  the  vessel  was  clearly  the  property  of  the 
enemy  at  the  commencement  of  the  war ;  and,  secondly,  that  she 
was  taken  coming  out  of  a  blockaded  port,  from  which  she  could  not 
legally  sail,  if  she  had  been  transferred  from  the  enemy  during  the 
existence  of  the  blockade.  These  two  facts  make  it  necessary  to  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  that  there  had  been  such  a 
transfer  made  to  the  person  now  claiming  the  property,  as  entitled 
him  to  bring  the  vessel  out  of  the  blockaded  port,  though  it  is  not 
easy  to  devise  any  mode  of  application,  by  which  the  court  can 
arrive  at  satisfactory  proof  of  the  original  transfer,  if  that  is  not  suf- 
ficiently established  by  the  original  evidence.  The  first  purchaser 
cannot  be  called  upon,  and  I  see  no  sources  of  additional  evidence  to 
which  the  court  can  have  recourse.  I  will  not  say  that  a  ship  origi- 
nally neutral,  upon  which  no  siispicion  of  enemy's  property 
oonld  arise,  might  not  be  transferred  by  one  neutral  *  to  [  *  125  ] 
another  in  a  blockaded  port.  That  point  has  been  already 
fiivorably  determined.^  But  when  an  inquiry  is  necessary  as  to  the  pro- 
pcrtVf  for  the  very  purpose  of  deciding  upon  the  operation  of  the 
blockade,  and  when  no  satisfactory  proof  can  be  obtained,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  court  is  warranted  to  reject  the  claim  in  the  first 
inatanci*.  Without  some  such  rule,  it  would  be  impossible  that  the 
blockade  could  be  maintained. 

Condemned. 


1  The  Potsdam,  4  Adm.  Reports,  page  89. 
VOL.  vi.  8 
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The  Ranger,  Smith,  master. 

September  13,  1805. 
Contraband,  ship  biscuit  from  Bordcaax  to  Cadiz,  [ship  and  caigoj  condeouied. 

This  was  the  case  of  an  American  ship,  with  a  cargo  of  biscuit 
and  flour,  that  had  been  put  on  board  from  the  public  stores  at  Bor- 
deaux, and  was  going  to  Cadiz,  though  ostensibly  documented  for  Ville 
Real,  in  Portugal.  A  claim  was  given  for  the  cargo  under  the  instrao 
tion  of  the  1st  of  February. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended — That 
ship  biscuit  going  to  Cadiz,  under  false  papers,  would,  independent 
of  the  question  of  blockade,  be  liable  to  confiscation  as  contraband, 
being  evidently  intended  for  the  supply  of  the  Spanish  fleet,  or  for 
the  purpose  of  victualling  the  French  ships  in  that  port ;  that,  as  to 
the  fact,  the  master  admitted  that  he  was  destined  to  Ville  Real,  only 
on  the  contingency  of  Cadiz  being  under  blockade;  that  he  was 
steering  for  Cadiz,  and  that  his  real  bills  of  lading,  which  disclosed 
the  true  state  of  the  transaction,  were  sent  over  land  to  Cadiz. 

[  •  126  ]  •Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  very  gross  attempt  to  abase 
the  instructions  which  were  issued  for  the  supply  of  provisions  to 
Spain.  It  must  always  be  remembered  that  this  government  migbt 
have  availed  itself  of  the  interior  distress  of  the  enemy's  country  as 
an  instrument  of  war.  It  did  not,  however,  but  humanely  permitted 
cargoes  of  grain  to  be  carried,  without  molestation,  for  the  relief  of 
the  necessities  of  famine  under  which  Spain  had  for  some  time  labored. 
It  was  natural  to  expect  that  a  grant  made  with  so  much  liberality 
would  have  been  used  with  the  most  delicate  honor  and  good  faitk, 
both  by  Spain  and  her  allies.  But  what  is  the  use  which  is  now 
made  of  it  ?  A  large  quantity  of  biscuit,  destined  evidently  for  sea 
stores,  is  put  on  board,  as  it  is  impossible  to  dissemble,  from  the 
public  storehouse  at  Bordeaux,  and  sent  to  the  port  of  Cadiz.  The 
master  admits  that  it  was  to  have  been  delivered  at  Cadiz,  but  he 
will  not  tell  you  who  was  the  lader,  nor  any  thing  more  of  its  desti- 
nation, than  "that  it  came  from  the  public  stores  at  Bordeaux." 

I  cannot  but  consider  this  attempt  as  a  gross  abuse  of  the  instnic- 
tions,  which  will  justly  render  the  cargo  subject  to  condemnation,  and 
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I  think  I  am  called  upon  to  stigmatize  this  transaction  as  an  act  of 
ill  faith,  by  condemning  the  claimant  in  the  expenses  of  the  claim.    I 
ftlso   condemn  the  vessel,  as  employed  in  carrying  a  cargo  of  sea 
stores  to  a  place   of  naval   equipment  under  false   papers.      It  is 
described,  I  perceive,  as  an  American  vessel.     But  if  the  owner  will 
place  his  property  under  the  absolute  management  and   control  of 
persons  who  are  capable  of  lending  it  in  this  manner  to  be 
made  an  instrument  of  fraud  *  in  the  hands  of  the  enemy,  [  *  127  ] 
he  must  sustain  the  consequence  of  such  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  bis  agent. 


The  Franklin,  Dana,  master. 

September  13,  1805. 

Tmle  with  the  enemy,  on  ttie  part  of  Mr.  Boll,  of  Tendon,  jointly  interested  with  his  brother 
in  America,  in  a  shipment  from  America  to  Fruncc.    Ilia  share  condemned.^ 

This  was  the  case  of  a  ship  claimed  as  the  property  of  Mr.  Ingals, 
an  American  merchant,  and  of  3  cargo  of  tobacco  shipped  in  America 
for  France,  as  the  property  of  I.  &  W.  Bell,  partners  in  a  house  of 
trade  in  America,  and  also  of  a  house  in  London,  where  Mr.  W.  Bell 
resided,  but  claimed  as  the  sole  property  of  I.  Bell,  of  America. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King-'^s  Advocate  and  Laurence 
argued  against  the  proofs  of  property  of  the  ship  —  and  with  respect 
to  the  cargo,  contended  that  as  it  was  put  on  board,  and  described  in 
the  regular  papers  as  the  property  of  I.  &  W.  Bell,  Mr.  W.  Bell  could 
not  now  be  permitted  to  renounce  his  share,  and  assign  the  whole  to 
the  person  in  America ;  that  his  share  would  be  subject  to  condem- 
nation as  property  engaged  in  trade  with  the  enemy ;  that  this  had 
been  decided  in  a  strong  case  before  the  Lords,  in  which  it  appeared 
that  three  brothers  of  the  name  of  Simpson  were  engaged  in  partner- 
abip  as  members  of  a  house  of  trade  in  America,  where  the  managing 
partner  resided,  whilst  the  other  brothers  resided  in  this  kingdom  — 
one  in  Scotland,  the  other  in  London;  that  although  it  appeared  that 
the  goods  had  been  consigned  to  the  enemy  solely  by  the  direction  of 
the  managing  partner  in  America,  the  Lords  held  that  the  property 
belonging  to  the  partners  in  this  country,  in  a  transaction  as  to  them 


1  [See  note  to  The  Portland,  3  C.  Bob.  41.] 
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illegal,  though  without  their  immediate  privity  or  direction,  could  not 

be  restored,  and  condemned  two  thirds  of  the  cargo,  restore 

[•128]  ing  only  that  proportion  that  appeared  *to  belong  to  the 

partner  in  America.  In  the  present  case  the  facts  were  stronger 

against  the  claim  of  Mr.  W.  Bell,  sinclx  it  appeared  that  he  was  the 

managing  person  in  Europe,  and  that  the  goods  were  going  to  France 

by  his  orders  and  direction  ;  that  it  was  a  case,  therefore,  in  which  he 

could  not  receive  restitution  of  the  share  appearing  by  the  ship'i 

papers  to  belong  to  him. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Arnold  argued  on  the  effects  of  the 
evidence,  and  contended  that  it  was  at  most  a  case  in  which  the 
claimants  would  be  required  to  give  further  proof. 

With  respect  to  some  specified  parts  of  the  cargo,  it  was  suggested 
that  they  belonged  to  different  planters  in  America,  whose  names 
were  set  forth,  and  who,  it  was  said,  having  little  communication  as 
merchants  with  Europe,  had  used  the  name  of  Mr.  Bell,  as  meaning 
to  avail  themselves  of  his  assistance  and  connections  in  France,  to 
dispose  of  their  shipments  of  tobacco,  being  the  produce  of  their  own 
plantations.  It  was  prayed  that  the  claim  might  be  allowed  to  he 
amended  so  as  to  admit  proof  on  their  behalf. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  ship  is  claimed  as  the  property  of  Mr.  Ingak, 
a  citizen  of  America,  and  is  so  described  in  the  certificate,  or  sea  let- 
ter, which  states  the  vessel  to  have  recently  become  his  property,  and 
to  have  been  a  foreign  ship,  as  indeed  the  nature  of  that  instrument 
in  some  measure  implies.  Five  witnesses  have  been  examined,  who 
have  given  but  a  very  unsatisfactory  account.  The  first  witness 
says,  "  that  he  knows  no  farther  than  that  he  had  heard  that 
[  •  129  ]  the  •  ship  belonged  to  Bordeaux,  in  France,"  though  it  docs 
not  appear  from  what  quarter  he  received  this  information, 
nor  indeed  whether  he  meant  to  represent  her  as  now  belonging  io 
France.  Another  witness  "  knows  not  to  depose."  The  third  wit- 
ness, says  to  the  ninth  interrogatory,  "that  he  knows  not,  bat  bad 
heard  from  a  man  who  had  sailed  in  her,  that  she  belonged  to  Messrs. 
Hoskins  &  Gray,  No.  4,  Queen-street,  Bordeaux;  that  when  he  was 
first  shipped  there  was  a  French  boatswain  on  board,  who  said  he 
should  join  her  again  at  Bordeaux."  It  is  rather  a  singular  coinci- 
dence that  this  description,  which  is  very  precise,  of  the  persons  in 
Bordeaux,  to  whom  the  property  is  said  to  belong,  should  correspond 
exactly  with  a  material  fact  in  the  case,  that  the  vessel  was  actually 
consigned  to  that  house  on  the  present  voyage,  and  by  aa  instrument 
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which  thi»  witness  could  not  have  seen.  At  the  same  time  it  is  a 
fact  not  absolutely  inconsistent  with  a  supposition  that  the  ship  had 
been  formerly  their  property,  and  had  been  transferred  by  them.  It 
docs  not  necessarily  give  to  this  deposition  the  effect  of  proving  that 
the  vessel  belongs  to  these  persons  at  the  present  time.  The  mate,  it 
ia  to  be  observed,  knows  nothing  of  the  property,  though  it  is  rather 
an  extraordinary  circumstance  that  he  should  not  be  able  to  depose 
to  any  degree  of  belief  upon  that  point  The  master  positively 
deposes  that  the  vessel  belongs  to  Mr.  Ingals,  but  he  is  the  only  wit- 
ness who  gives  any  support  to  the  papers. 

It  is  said  that  some  of  the  witnesses  were  likely  to  depose,  as  they 
have  done,  from  motives  of  revenge  and  malice  ;  and  it  appears  from 
the  evidence,  that  the  crew  had  been  taken  before  a  magis- 
trate, on   account  of  a  dissatisfaction   *  which  they   had  [  *  130  ] 
expressed  at  the  change  of  the  voyage,  and  that  they  had 
tbieatened  to  sell  the  ship  to  the  first  British  cruiser,  by  declaring  her 
to  be  French  property.     Certainly  this  behavior  on  their  part  cannot 
bnt  produce  a  deduction  of  credit,  though  it  does  not  absolutely  prove 
that  they  have  deposed  falsely.     A  person  in  the  posses-^ion  of  a  dan- 
gerous secret  may  gratify  his  n^venge  by  a  disclosure  of  the  truth.    It 
is  by  no  means  impossible  that  their  depo^^itions  may  not  be  false, 
though  they  are  subject  to  a  very  great  drawback  of  credit  on  the 
account  of  these  motives,  and   must  be  received  with  great  caution 
and  jealousy. 

Connected  with  these  depositions,  it  cannot  but  be  considered  as  a 
sospicious  circumstance,  that  the  master  should  profess  an  entire 
ignorance  of  the  former  history  of  the  vessel,  though  there  is  enough 
to  satisfy  me  that  she  had  becMi  a  French  ship.  That  the  master 
shoold  be  the  only  person  who  was  not  in  the  secret,  is  rather  extra- 
ordinaiy.  If  it  was  known  to  him,  he  has  given  a  dishonest  repre- 
sentation. If  it  was  not  known  to  him,  his  owners  have  behaved 
distingenuously,  since  they  were  bound  to  have  furnished  him  with  the 
knowledge  of  so  material  a  fact,  which  was  likely  to  become  a  sub- 
ject of  inquiry.  If  they  put  a  man  into  the  situation  of  master  of  a 
▼es^el  in  this  blindfold  manner,  without  giving  him  an  account  of  her 
previous  history,  it  cannot  but  have  the  appearance  of  a  >tudied  sup- 
pression, and  they  must  not  be  surprised  if  some  inconvenience  ensues. 
It  W'tis  their  duty  to  have  told  him  that  she  had  been  a  French  vessel, 
and  to  have  put  the  documents  of  purchase  on  board.  Under 
these  defects  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  there  is  *  sullicient  [  *  131  ] 
l^oof  of  property.  At  the  same  time  I  am  unwilling  to  con- 
clude the  case  on  the  evidence  of  persons  whose  testimony  is  liable 
to  be  so  impeached.   I  shall,  therefore,  order  further  proof,  but  the  proof 


Q« 
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that  is  produced  must  be  very  satisfactory,  because  if  it  should  turn 
out  that  the  vessel  had  been  the  property  of  these  French  merchants, 
it  must  be  very  cogent  proof  that  will  convince  me  that  their  interest 
has  been  divested.  There  must,  therefore,  be  an  order  for  further  proof 
as  to  the  ship.^ 

Then  as  to  the  cargo —  That  has  been  claimed  for  Mr.  I.  Bell,  of 
America,  who  is  a  partner  in  a  house  of  trade  in  America,  and  also  ia  a 
house  in  this  town,  under  the  firm  of  John  &  William  Bell,  of  London. 
Some  of  the  formal  papers  hold  out  the  name  of  I.  Bell,  only ;  but  other 
documents,  as  the  charter-party  and  the  instructions,  mention  the 
interest  of  I.  &  W.  Bell ;  and  there  are  papers  which  point  to  direc- 
tions which  were  to  be  received  from  Mr.  W.  Bell,  when  the  proper^ 
came  to  Europe.  It  has  been  decided  by  an  authority  to  which  this 
court  must  bow,  that  even  an  inactive  or  sleeping  partner  (as  it  is 
termed)  cannot  receive  restitution  in  a  transaction  in  which  he  cookl 
not  lawfully  be  engaged  as  a  sole  trader.  I  can  have  no  doubt,  there- 
fore, that  any  share  belonging  to  Mr.  W.  Bell,  who  is  by  no  means 
an  inactive  partner,  but  appears  rather  to  have  been  the  person  prindr 
pally  concerned  in  the  management,  if  not  in  the  interests  of  this 
transaction,  will  be  subject  to  condemnation.  The  master  says  to 
the  12th  interrogatory,  "  that  the  cargo  belongs  jointly  to  I.  &  W. 
Bell,  and  that  I.  Bell  told  him  so,"  though  in  another  place  he  says, 
"  that  it  is  the  sole  property  of  the  lader."     It  is  a  case,  therefore,  in 

which  the  papers  arc  inconsistent,  and  the  master's  account 
[  *  132  ]  is  inconsistent  even  *  with  itself.     The  fact  of  property  is  left 

in  such  obscurity  as  to  create  a  necessity  for  further  proot 
Then  have  the  parties  so  conducted  themselves  as  to  forfeit  this  pri- 
vilege ?  I  do  not  think  that  they  have.  The  master  is  charged  with 
a  suppression  of  papers,  which  is  denied.  It  will  be  proper  that  he 
should  give  an  explanation  of  his  conduct,  in  this  respect,  so  as  to 
exonerate  those  by  whom  he  is  employed.  There  must  be  also  fur- 
ther proof  to  negative  the  interest  of  Mr.  W.  Bell.  As  that  gentle- 
man is  in  London,  his  testimony  on  that  point  might  perhaps  be 
most  material ;  but  the  nature  of  the  proof,  which  shall  be  exhibited, 
will  more  properly  be  left  to  the  discretion  of  his  legal  advisers 
Further  proof  ordered  of  ship  and  cargo. 

On  a  subsequent  day ,2  the  cause  came  on  again  to  be  heard  upon 
the  production  of  Mr.  Bell's  further  proof,  and  upon  the  claims  of  the 
merchants  in  America,  who  had  used  the  name  of  Mr.  Bell,  in  export- 


^  On  the  12th  February,  1806,  the  ship  was  restored  on  farther  pnx/. 
*  12th  of  Ecbruaxy,  U06. 
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ing  sundry  parcels  of  tobacco  to  France.  The  court  was  of  opinion 
that  the  letter  of  Mr.  W.  Bell,  in  which  he  had  given  notice  that  he 
could  not  be  concerned  during  the  war  in  any  cargo  sent  to  France, 
was  not  suiriciently  corroborated  by  proof  of  the  receipt  of  that  letter, 
or  of  the  manner  in  which  it  had  been  acted  upon ;  and  gave  him 
an  opportunity  of  producing  still  further  proof.  That  being  now 
exhibited  — 

Judgment.     February  28. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  Tliis  is  a  claim  for  a  quantity  of  tobacco  shipped 
hi  Petersburg,  in  Virginia,  for  Bordeaux,  by  several  planters  exporting 
the  produce  of  their  own  plantations,  but  documented  in  the  formal 
papers  as  the  property  of  Mr.  I.  Bell.  A  reason,  however,  is  given  for 
the  misrepresentation,  which  is  perfectly  innocent,  namely, 
''that,  intending  to  •make  use  of  Mr.  Bell's  correspondent  in  [  *  133  ] 
France  as  iheir  consignee,  they  had  shipped  it  in  his  name." 
There  was  no  design  to  impose  on  British  cruisers,  nor  has  any  such 
eflcct  been  produced,  since  it  was  a  trade  free  from  exception,  whether 
going  on  their  account,  or  on  account  of  Mr.  Bell.  It  is  now  suffi- 
ciently shown  from  certificates  of  property,  and  the  correspondence 
of  the  parties,  that  they  are  really  the  owners  of  the  quantity  claimed 
on  their  behalf;  and  though  the  proof  is  not  of  the  most  formal  kind, 
I  should  think  it  an  act  of  great  oppression,  if,  after  being  satisfied  of 
the  fact,  I  was  to  send  these  claims  across  the  Atlantic,  with  all  the 
delay  that  must  inevitably  ensue,  to  have  the  proof  exhibited  in  a 
more  formal  manner  from  themselves.  I  shall,  therefore,  direct  their 
property  to  be  restored. 

The  principal  question  then  remains, respecting  the  moiety  of  seventy 
hogsheads  of  tobacco,  which  are  claimed  in  the  name  of  Mr.  I.  Bell. 
They  are  described  in  the  general  bill  of  lading,  **as  for  the  account 
and  risk  of  I.  Bell,'*  who  was  the  general  shipper  of  the  whole  cargo. 
Bnt  there  was  a  particular  bill  of  lading,  also,  for  this  parcel,  with  the 
marks  of  I.  ic  \V.  Bell ;  so  that  it  is  not  correctly  true  that  nothing 
arises  on  the  face  of  the  papers  to  attribute  any  share  of  the  property 
to  Mr.  W.  Bell.  In  addition  to  this  suggestion  arising  out  of  the 
papers,  the  master  says  to  the  twelfth  interrogatory,  "that  it  is  the 
property  of  I.  Sc  W.  Bell,  and  that  I.  Bell  told  him  so."  This  is  a 
direct  declaration,  and  of  no  mean  authority ;  though  not  absolutely 
conclusive,  it  aft'ords  ground  of  presumption,  unquestionably,  more 
especially  as  the  master  is  a  cautious  and  discreet  man,  as  far  as  I 
can  collect,  and  is  not  very  likely  to  have  spoken  lightly  or 
loosely  to  the  prejudice  of  his  employers.  *  In  a  subsequent  [ '  134  J 
part  of  his  depositions,  he  says,  indeed,  **  that  the  property 
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belongs  to  the  lader,"  but  that  must  be  taken,  referendo  to  what  he 
had  before  deposed,  and  as  not  excluding  the  joint  interest  of  the 
brother  in  the  transaction.  When  he  comes  to  give  in  his  claim, 
however,  and  perhaps  after  some  instructions  received  here,  be  claims 
this  parcel  of  tobacco  as  the  sole  property  of  Mr.  L  Bell. 

It  might  have  been  natural  to  expect,  that  if  it  had  been  the  sole 
property  of  that  gentleman  in  America,  he  would  have  informed  the 
master,  with  particular  precision,  that  it  belonged  to  him  exclusively, 
and  that  W.  Bell  was  to  have  no  interest  in  it,  and  that  he  must  on- 
derstand  it  to  be  on  his  own  separate  account     It  is  clear,  from  the 
manner  in  which  the  master  speaks  to  the  twelfth  interrogatory,  that 
no  such  communication  could  have  passed.    If,  in  time  of  war,  which 
necessarily  requires  particular  precision,  persons  conduct  their  boai- 
ness  in  such  a  manner  as  furnishes  no  means  of  discrimination,  they 
must  not  be  surprised  if  the  court  is  unable  to  protect  them  from  the 
inconvenience  that  must  ensue  from  such  a  state  of  obscurity  and 
doubt.     There  is  no  invoice;  but  the  manifest  describes  I.  Bell  "as 
of  the  house  of  I.  &  W.  Bell,"  which  could  not  have  been  done  with 
propriety  if  he  had  been  acting  only  with  relation  to  his  own  sepa- 
rate interest     It  is  impossible  under  these  appearances  not  to  say, 
that  farther  proof  was  necessary  to  discharge  Mr.  W.  BeU  of  an  in- 
terest in  this  shipment.    Mr.  W.Bell  is  a  person  who  had  come  from 
America  to  settle  here;  but,  in  so  doing,  he  can  enjoy  no  greater  pri- 
vileges than  other  British  merchants,  who  are  prohibited  in  time  of 
war  from  being  concerned  in  any  manner  of  commerce  ca^ 
[  *  135  ]  ried  on  with  *  the  enemy.     It  is  admitted  that  I.  &  W. 
Bell  are  general  partners,  and  that  there  has  been  no  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership ;  but  that  it  does  still,  as  it  may  legally, 
exist  with  regard  to  exportations  to  neutral  countries.     It  is  averred, 
however,  that  there  has  been  a  separation  as  to  all  shipments  to 
France,  and  that  W.  Bell  had  written  to  his  brother  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  war,  renouncing  all  concern  in  the  trade  to  France.    Mr. 
W.  Bell  has  made  an  affidavit  of  this  fact,  in  which  he  states  also, 
"  that  he  has  not  been  interested  directly  or  indirectly  in  any  snch 
shipments;  that  he  has  not  considered  himself  as  interested,  nor  has 
he  been  so  considered  by  his  brother  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  and 
belief;"  not  absolutely,  but  only  in  this  qualified  manner,  to  the  best 
of  his  knowledge  and  belief;  and  it  may  perhaps  appear  rather  extra- 
ordinary, that  he  should  not  be  enabled  to  speak  to  such  a  circum- 
stance in  a  more  positive  manner,  and  without  limitation.     A  letter 
of  the  6th  of  September  has  been  produced,  in  which  Mr.  W.  BcD 
renounces  all  interest  in  the  shipments  to  France. 
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It  is  admitted  that  thi:}  mode  of  separation  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  di!«chargc  an  interest  in  a  ship  ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  cargo,  it  is 
iinpo:»^iblc  not  to  feel,  that  as  it  was  a  letter  which  was  to  draw  the 
line  of  demarcation  between  the  joint  and  separate  concerns  of  two 
partntT:*,  wc  might  expect  that  it  would  hiivc  received  a  particular 
answer.     Mr.  W.  Bell  pn^ssorf  tht*  subject  with  particular  earnestness 
CD  hi^  attention ;  '^  let  nothing  induce  you  to  neglect  this  advice,  for  I 
will  have  nothing  to  do  with  any  commerce  to  France  till  the  war  is 
over."     It  was  an  occurrence  that  would  be  likely  to  introduce  no 
inconsiderable  alteration  in  the  manner  in  which  the  business  of  the 
bou^e  had  been  carried  on  ;  and  it  is  quite  impossible  that  it 
*  should  not  have  reijuired  particular  notice.    The  letter  that  [  *  136  ] 
was  fir>t  produced  as  the  answer,  is  of  the  10th  of  Novem- 
ber, in  which  Mr.  I.  Bell  write.-*,  "yours  and letters  from  the  24th 

of  August  to  tlie  Otii  of  September  are  before  me;"  but  there  is  not 
a  syllable  relative  to  this  separation.  It  does  not  indeed  necessarily 
apjear  that  the  IrttiT  of  the  (Jth  of  St^ptember  was  Mr.  W.  Bell's,  or 
that  it  mi^ht  not  be  a  Icttrr  from  the  other  "entleman  who  is  included 
in  I  lie  r^ami-  p:iraL;ra|)h.  llowevor  that  might  be,  there  i.-«  no  mention 
of  any  inronvcniencr  that  mii^ht  l)e  occasioned  to  the  ordinary  course 
of  th'ir  bu-iiic^H,  nor  of  any  remedy  to  be  provided,  to  obviate  the 
dilli:*ulrics  produced  by  this  s(»paration. 

Th«*  ditliculry  that  mii^hi  l)e  likely  to  occur,  is  obvious  from  this 
cirruni«tan<'e,  that  the  vc-.-'cU  wvvr  to  come  in  the  lir.'*t  instance  to 
Falmouth,  and  there  to  take  their  ulterior  destination  to  France,  or 
ebewhere,  under  the  direction  of  Mr.  \V.  Bell,  according  to  the  state 
of  the  markets  in  Kuro|)(*.  In  America,  then,  it  could  not  be  known 
whether  any  particular  .shipment  would  be  a  separate  or  joint  account, 
or  to  whom  the  cargo  would  belong,  because  it  remained  uncertain 
m-hether  the  vc^.-^el  would  proceed  to  France  or  not.  It  might  be 
•uppo-'cd  that  sonur  expedient  would  have  been  necessary  to  obviate 
thi«  inconvenience;  vet  no  mention  whatever  is  made  of  that  neces- 
nry  part  of  this  subject. 

Whrn  the  cause  came  on  before,  the  court  was  anxious  to  give 
Mr.  Bell  farther  opportunity  of  elucidating  these  dilficulties,  wliich 
haii  n«»t    been   satisUctorily   removed.     An    additional  alliJavit    has 
now  b«en  broUL'ht  in,  whi<-ii  rotates  *•  the  letter  of  th«;  lOlh  November 
Wit  i4i  have  been  the  immediate  answer  to  Mr.  Bell's  renun- 
ciation of  the  parinership,  and  that  *  th(*re  must  have  been  [  '  VS7  J 
•orn**  other  letter,  which  either  diil  not  arrive,  or  which  has 
bet'n  de?*troyed,as  containing  matters  of  private  concern,  as  tiieir  letters 
frt^ju^ntly  did,  and  were  on  that  account  not  |)reserved  in  the  count- 
iAg-buusc."     Taking  it  either  way,  if  the  letter  did  not  arrive,  can  I 
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suppose  that  there  would  not  have  been  some  other  reference  to  the 
same  subject,  and  that  Mr.  W.  Bell  would  not  have  urged  his  former 
observations,  till  there  was  a  precise  and  distinct  understanding  be- 
tween them.     If  it  did  arrive,  is  it  a  reason  why  the  letter  should  be 
destroyed,  because  it  contained  some  things  that  were  not  proper  to 
be  generally  known  in  his  counting-house  ?     There  are  other  modes 
very  familiar  in  practice  of  preserving  a  correspondence  of  a  particular 
nature ;  and  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  that  such  a  letter  would  be 
destroyed  on  that  account.    The  affidavit  states,  '<  that  there  has  been 
no  settlement  of  accounts  between  them,  owing  to  the  extensivenea 
of  their  engagements,  and  that  Mr.  W.  B.  has  not  considered  hinisel( 
nor  is  he  considered  by  his  brother  in  America,  to  be  interested  ia 
any  shipments  to  France."     That  must  be  taken,  I  conceive,  wilk 
reference  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  before  stated,  "  to  the  best  of 
his  knowledge  and  belief."     This  interest  might  still  be  a  matter  to 
be  brought  forward  in  account,  at  the  end  of  the  war ;  a  supposition 
which  may  not  unfairly  be  entertained,  and  which  does,  I  think,  in  tt 
extraordinary  manner,  harmonize  with  the  loose  manner  in  which  the 
separation  was  first  notified  and  received.     There  is  one  other  letter 
produced  from  Mr.  J.  Bell,  which  was  written  after  the  capture,  and 
in  which  he  refers  to  this  transaction  in  very  general  terms.     "  It  was 
well  known  to  me,  and  I  supposed  you  equally  informed,  having 

regularly  replied  to  your  letter  of  the  6th  of  September,  ttat 
[  *  138  ]  I  considered  *  you  as  not  concerned  in  shipments  to  France* 

He  does  not  say  that  he  had  acted  upon  it  It  is  not  efen 
confirmed  by  affidavit,  and  it  is  altogether  a  very  loose  and  general 
letter  on  a  subject  of  so  much  importance.  All  that  remains  is  the 
affidavit  of  the  clerk  of  Mr.  W.  Bell,  who  says,  "  that  Mr.  W.  Bel 
has  not  charged  the  profits  of  such  consignments  to  himself,  but  ody 
the  commission  of  agency,  &c."  This  also  is  not  inconsistent  witfc 
the  supposition,  that  the  real  accounts,  in  which  Mr.  W.  Bell's  inte- 
rest may  stand  prominent,  are  kept  in  America. 

Having  given  Mr.  W.  Bell  farther  opportunity  of  proving  in  asat^ 
isfactory  manner  the  dissolution  of  partnership,  which  is  suggested  to 
have  taken  place,  under  a  hope  that  he  would  have  been  able  to 
effect  this,  I  feel  myself  compelled  to  pronounce,  that  he  has  failed 
to  produce  that  conviction  in  my  mind ;  consequently  a  moiety  d 
these  goods  must  be  condemned,  as  the  property  of  a  Britbh  ^le^ 
chant  engaged  in  commerce  with  the  enemy. 
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The  SciiooNE  Sopiiik,  Arians,  master. 

September  18,  1805. 

Coademnation  in  Consulur  Coarts.     Defect! re  title  of  the  neutral  porchoscr  cured  by  mn 

inter^'ening  peace. 

This  was  a  question,  as  to  the  ship,  reserved  at  the  former  hearing, 
on  a  claim  given  by  the  British  proprietor,  \vho  stated  her  to  have 
belonged  to  him,  and  to  have  been  captured  by  the  French,  and  car- 
ried into  a  port  in  Norway,  and  condemned  by  the  French  Consular 
Coart  in  that  country,  1799.  It  now  appeared  that  other  proceed- 
ings had  been  afterwards  had,  on  the  former  evidence,  in  the  regular 
Cooft  of  Vtizc  in  Paris,^  where  a  sentence  of  condemnation  had  been 


^  Ob  the  c9i>ct  of  the  sentences  of  thf*  prize  tribunals  of  France,  pronounced  on 
carried  into  neutral  port^,  tlu*  Editor  taken  this  opportunity  of  inserting  tho 
*  decision  of  tlie  Court  of  ApfK^al  in  the  (m.*«(*  of  The  llcnric  and  Maria,  Baar. 
From  the  dei-Ltion  off  thf  lli^^li  Court  of  Ailniirtilty  in  that  case,  uphohling  such  a 
and^r  the  rircunistances  «ind  considerations  there  noticed,  an  appeal  was  prosc- 
aml  two  other  cpic^tioiis  of  the  same  kind  wen*  brou<:ht  from  S'ice- Admiralty 
Ccnrts,  in  the  ca<«s  of  The  (iluclicke  Tcter,  and  The  Jonge  Jan. 

On  the  7Ui  AugiLst,  1KU7,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  was  delivered  by 
te  Siaflc-r  of  the  Uulls.^  to  the  following  efTcct : 

ca4«!  involves  a  ipicstion  as  to  the  validity  of  sentences  of  condemnation  pro- 
in  a  lH*lligi.'rent  countr}'  on  prizes  carried  into  neutral  i>orti}.  There  was 
dilTfrvnec  of  opinion  among  the  memlx'rs  of  the  l>oanl,  iK^foie  whom  the  case  was 
Ir  argued.  Out  it  appeared  to  me  that  the  acknowledged  practice  of  this 
itrr  must  have  the  eflect  of  making  thosi;  sentenced  valid,  whilst  that  practice  con- 
Fi*r  there  couhl  hit  no  eijuity,  on  which  we  couhl  deny  the  validity  of  that 
fo  neutraU  purcliasing  of  the  enemy,  at  tho  same  time  that  tliey  were  invited  to 
th«'m  from  ourM'lves." 
t|ucfttion  is  not  altogether  new.  In  tho  year  17G],  a  case  occurred  in  which  a 
Britiab  thip,  captured  by  the  Freueh  and  i.-arrieil  to  Christiansand,  and  condemned  in 
Ae  eoarttf  in  France,  was  si>ld  to  a  merchant  of  Denmark,  who  sent  the  ve9>4'l  in  tho 
eBV«r  f/f  her  tra  le  to  a  port  in  Scotland.  The  original  prr>prietors  arre>ti'd  the  vessel 
by  prvrrpl  from  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  on  the  gnMiiul  of  the  invali<lity  of  huch  a 
lo  rhangr  llie  property.  And  the  judge  of  the  Co;irt  of  Admindty  sustained 
oi^'.-tion.  ami  decnred  the  vessel  to  l»elong  to  the  onginal  owners.  An  ap[>eal 
px«3Beeutkd  to  the  Court  of  Sessions ;  §  and  under  the  authority  of  that  court  an 


•  T'.h  Aa;;n«t.  1807.  t  Sujtni^  vol.  iv.  p.  43. 

!  Sir  Wdliam  Ciruit. 

\  Bcaion  r.  Ilrink.  Jaly  23,  1761,  Diet,  of  Dccis.  v.  iii.  p.  328  ;  aUo  Dccis.  Reported,  from 
l'iOiol7M,  ▼.  i.p.  104. 
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[  *  139  ]  *  pronounced,  professing  to  affirm  the  sentence  of  the  CJon- 
sular  Court. 

[  *  140  ]  *  On  the  part  of  the  British  owner,  Arnold  contended  — 
That  the  sentence  of  the  tribunal  in  France  could  not  avail  to 
remedy  the  defect  imputable  to  the  original  sentence  ;  that  the  court  at 
Paris  did  not  appear  to  be  a  Court  of  Appeal,  and  could  not  found  a 
sentence  on  the  process  which  had  issued  from  another  court ;  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  any  monition,  or  original  process  had  preceded  the 
sentence  of  the  court  at  Paris  ;  that  in  professing  to  affirm  the  sentence 
of  the  Consular  Court,  it  did  no  more  than  affirm  it  as  it  then  stood, 
in  its  defective  state  ;  that  the  nullity  before  imputable  to  the  original 
sentence  still  continued,  andthe  British  proprietor  would,  therefore,  be 
entitled  to  the  restitution  of  his  property  on  salvage. 

On  the  part  of  the  neutral  claimant,  Laurence  and  Robinson  con- 
tended—  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Court  of  Prize  at 
[  *  141  ]  Paris  was  limited  in  its  constitution  *  from  proceeding  on 
examinations  taken  in  other  courts,  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  had  been  anciently  the  practice  of  the  French  Prize  Courts  to  pro- 
ceed on  depositions  taken  by  consuls  in  foreign  ports ;  that,  as  to  the 


inquiry  was  directed  to  be  made  into  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralt}'  of 
England,  on  this  subject. 

It  was  on  that  occasion  certified  to  be  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
to  condemn  vessels  lying  in  neutral  ports ;  and  on  that  information  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sions reversed  the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  and  decreed  restitution  to  the  Danish 
purchasers ;  and  in  that  sentence  the  British  owners  acquiesced. 

After  this  declaration  of  the  practice  of  our  own  courts,  it  would  be  a  very  gpcil 
hardship  on  Danish  merchants,  to  expect  that  they  should  know  the  law  better  than 
tho  courts  of  Scodand,  or  to  require  that  they  should  abstain  from  purchases  of  this 
kind,  on  a  mere  surmise  that  a  dilTcrent  doctrine  might  be  held  forty  years  afler.  The 
equitable  mode  of  correcting  the  principle  of  law,  if  it  is  wrong,  would  be  to  correct,  in 
the  first  instance,  the  practice  of  our  own  courts.  If  that  is  altered*  so  as  to  be 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  neutral  merchants,  the  question  as  to  them  will  be  mate- 
rially changed.  They  will  no  longer  be  at  liberty  to  stand  on  our  practice,  and  say, 
the  title  is  allowed  to  be  good  amongst  yourselves.  They  must  come  forward,  and 
support  their  pretensions  on  other  grounds;  and  then  many  of  the  considerations  that 
were  urged  in  argument,  at  the  hearing  of  tliis  case,  will  be  deserving  of  very  serious 
attention.  It  is  not  necessarj-  to  enter  upon  those  topics  now,  because  this  court  is  of 
opinion  that  neutrals  are  sufliclently  confirmed  in  their  title,  by  the  practice  which  hai 
prevailed  amongst  ourselves.  On  these  grounds  the  sentence  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  in  Tho  Henric  and  Maria,  must  be  affirmed,  and  the  sentences  of  the  \ict- 
Admiralty  Courts  in  tho  two  other  cases  restoring  such  property  to  the  fonner  owneii» 
must  be  reversed. 

♦  Vide  suproj  vol.  i.  p.  119. 
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want  of  ail  original  monition,  to  found  the  process  of  the  court  at 
Parin,  it  could  not  easily  be  ascertained  here  how  that  fact  might  be, 
but  it  was  a  respect  due  to  all  courts  of  foreign  jurisdiction,  to  sup- 
pose that  the  forms  of  their  proceedings  had  been  regular,  unless  a 
manifest  defect  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  sentence  itself;  that  as 
to  the  effect  of  the  sentence,  it  was  not  to  be  considered  barely  on  the 
critical  meaning  of  the  word  afHrm  ;  that  it  did  not  adopt  the  former 
sentence  in  blind  terms,  but  recited  the  usual  reference  to  the  exami- 
nations, and  to  the  facts  of  the  case ;  that  the  intention  of  the  court 
was  obviously  to  correct  the  defect  of  the  former  proceeding,  and 
most  be  taken  to  be  substantially  competent  to  that  purpose  ;  that  a 
farther  argument  arose  on  the  face  of  the  claim,  which  would  operate 
as  a  complete  bar,  namely,  that  the  capture  and  condemnation  in 
question  were  acts  of  the  late  war.  A  treaty  of  peace  had  intervened, 
which  must  be  taken  to  have  eflectually  established  the  title  of  the 
captor,  and  all  other  titles  derived  from  him,  on  the  ground  of  the 
ftii  possidetis^  which  may  be  considered  as  the  natural  basis  of  every 
treaty  of  peace,  when  no  other  conditions  are  expressed. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kitv/s  Advocate  contended  —  That 
although  the  treaty  of  peace  might  introduce  a  state  of  amity  be- 
tween the  belligerent  nation,  the  neutral  purchaser  was  no  party  to 
that  contract,  and  could  not  derive  any  protection  from  it. 

JCDGMENT. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  title  of  the 
former  owner  is  completely  barred  by  the  intervention  '  of  [  •  142  ] 
peace,  which  has  the  etfect  of  quieting  all  titles  of  posses- 
sion arising  from  the  war;  and  if  the  vessel  has  been  transferred  to 
the  subject  of  another  country,  he  also  will  be  entitled  to  the  same 
benefit  from  the  fVeaty  as  the  captor  himself  would  have  been,  if  he 
had  continued  in  possession.  Jt  is  admitted  that  as  to  the  enemy  it 
would  have  this  etfect,  and  that  it  would  not  be  lawful  to  look  back 
beyond  the  general  amnesty  to  examine  the  title  of  his  possession. 
If  his  property  is  transferred,  the  purchaser  must  also  be  entitled  to  the 
bcnetit  of  the  same  considerations,  for  otherwise  it  could  not  be  said 
that  the  intervention  of  p«»ace  would  have  the  etfect  of  (juieting  the 
possession  of  the  enemy:  because,  if  the  neutral  purchaser  was  in  be 
dispossessed,  he  would  have  a  right  to  resort  back  to  the  belligerent 
seller,  and  demand  compensation  from  him.  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  the  intervention  of  peace  has  put  a  total  end  to  the  claim 
of  the  British  proprietor,  and  that  it  is  no  longer  competent  to  him  to 
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look  back  to  the  enemy's  title,  either  in  his  own  possession,  or  in  the 
hands  of  neutral  purchasers.  As  to  any  effect  of  the  new  war, 
though  that  may  change  the  relation  of  *those  who  are  parties  to  it, 
it  can  have  no  effect  on  neutral  purchasers,  who  stand  in  the  same 
situation  as  before.  Those  purchasers,  though  no  parties  to  the 
treaty,  are  entitled  to  the  full  benefit  of  it,  because  they  derive  their 
title  from  those  who  are. 

Further  proof  of  the  property   ordered.     Finally  restored   27th 
Sept.  1806. 


The  Bendsberg,  Nyberg,  master. 

December  17  and  20, 1805. 

Jodgment  on  the  report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants,  as  to  sundry  fees  diaigedbjAt 

marshal  for  insurance,  appraisement,  delivery,  sale,  &c^  &c. 

This  was  a  case  on  objection  to  the  report  of  the  registrar  and 

merchants  on  sundry  charges  exhibited  by  the  marshal  of 

[•143  ]  the  court  against  the  ship  *and  cargo,  for  the  several  se^ 

vices  of  removal,  sale  of  the  ship,  unlivery  of  the  cargo,  and 

subsequent  delivery  to  the  claimants  on  bail.^ 

The  cause  was  argued  much  at  length  on  the  facts  and  averroeDts 
set  forth  in  the  act  of  court,  by  Laurence  and  Swabei/,  on  the  part  of 


1  Note,    The  charges  in  dispute,  as  set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  registrar  and  mtf- 
chants,  were,  • 


\ 


A  charge  of  marshal's  fee  for  removing  the  ship,  4  75/. 
As  all  travelling  expenses  are  charged  for,  the  registrar 
and  merchants  allow  a  proper  recompense. 

A  charge  for  unloading  the  cargo,  value,  88,000/.,  at  one  ' 
half  per  cent.  440/. 

Allowed  for  the  marshal  and  assistants  attending  the 
unloading,  &c.,  and  ordering  appraisement  ot*  the 
cargo,  value,  63,G86/.  7s.  Gd.  at  one  half  per  cent. 

A  charge  for  delivering  the  cargo  to  the  claimant,  318/.  "1 


Allowed. 

Dh 

•UowH. 

£      8.    d. 

£ 

$.  d. 

150    0    0 

325 

0   0 

^   318     8    8       121    11   4 


8«.  6</. 
isallow( 
foregoing  allowance  suf&cient 

A  charge  of  poundage  on  the  sale  of  the  ship,  on  8,050/.   )    ooi     ji 
at  3  1-2  per  cent,  281/.  58.  I   ^^*    ^ 


Disallowed,  as  the  registrar  and  merchants  think  the    T 


— 318     8   « 
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the  marshal,  and  by  the  King's  Advocate  and  Arnold^  on  the  part  of  the 
admiralty. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  was  a  vahiablc  Dutch  ship,  which  had  been 
seized  at  St.  Helena,  and  was  by  the  governor  sent  on  to  Falmouth 
under  the  care  of  a  Mr.  Smith,  who  had  been  the  captain  of  an  East 
India  packet,  and  describes  himself  to  have  labored  under  considera- 
ble difliculties  during  his  passage,  from  a  disorderly  crew,  and  a 
number  of  Dutch  prisoners  who  liappened  to  be  on  board.  He  had 
stipulated  with  the  governor  of  St.  Helena  for  60/.  per 
month,  *  including  his  table  and  all  expenses,  and  has  since  [  *  144  ] 
received  payment  at  that  rate  for  sixteen  months,  during 
which  time  he  was  continued  in  command.  On  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  Falmouth,  claims  were  given  for  the  cargo  on  behalf  of 
neutral  mercliants,  and  proceedings  were  instituted  on  the  part  of  the 
admiralty,  in  consc(|uence  of  the  seizure  having  been  made  by  non- 
commissioned persons.  It  was  thought  to  be  advisable  by  all  parties 
that  the  ship  and  cargo  should  be  removed  to  London.  A  commis- 
sion of  removal  accordingly  issued  at  the  prayer  of  the  proctor  of  the 
admiralty,  directed  to  the  marshal,  and  a  conjectural  valuation  was 
taken  at  SS,000/.  for  the  purpose  of  efFocting  insurances,  the  policies 
for  which  were  to  be  lodged  in  the  registry,  previous  to  the  removal. 
The  ship,  being  a  Dutch  vessel,  was  condemned  as  a  droit  of  admi- 
ralty, and  was,  as  such,  sold  at  public  auction  by  the  marshal  for 
8fi50L  The  cargo,  which  had  been  conjecturally  valued  at  88,000/., 
was  decreed  to  be  delivered  to  the  claimant  on  bail,  to  answer  the 
order  for  farther  proof,  and  for  that  purpose  a  valuation  was  more 
correctly  taken  by  appraisement  at  something  above  G3,000/.,  which  has 
since  been  paid  into  court  on  the  ultimate  condemnation  of  the  cargo. 

The  marshal  has  brought  in  his  bill  of  charges  for  the  various  ser- 
vices performed  by  him,  and  they  have  been  considered  by  the  regis- 
trar and  merchants,  on  a  reference  made  to  them  by  the  court.     The 
result  has  been,  that  some  of  the  charges  have  been  allowed,  and 
some  disallowed,  and  both  partie^i,  objecting  to  certain  allowances  or 
disallowances,  have  stated  their  objections  to  the  report  of  the  regis- 
trar and  merchants  in  an  act  of  court.     The  case  now  comes  before 
me,  upon   these  allowances  and  disallowances,  and  carries 
with  it  the  greater  *  importance,  as  the  decision  is  likely  to  [  *  14o  J 
direct  a  rule  of  practice  to  govern  other  cases  generally,  in 
which  the  marshal  acts,  and  between  the  marshal  and  all  other  parties 
whatsoever,  as  well  as  iiis  more  immediate  employers,  the  Lords  Com- 
missioners of  the  Admiralty. 
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I  trust  I  need  not  profess  to  bring  to  this  discussion  at  least  the 
dispositions  which  ought  to  meet  it ;  an  anxiety  to  attend,  on  the 
one  hand,  to  those  considerations  of  public  utility,  in  which  the  real 
honor  of  the  court  is  so  deeply  involved,  (for  it  can  have  no  honor 
independent  of  its  subservience  to  public  utility,)  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  to  those  sentiments  of  a  liberal,  and  even  kind  justice,  which  it 
is  bound  to  feel  towards  those  immediately  employed  in  exercising 
its  functions.  It  would  be  a  gross  dishonesty  to  lose  sight  of  the 
public  utility,  from  an  undue  partiality  to  individuals,  but  it  would 
be  a  dishonesty  not  less  base,  nor  less  detestable  in  the  motive,  to 
sacrifice  rights  which  the  court  is  bound  to  protect,  to  any  pursuit  of 
an  unjust,  and  therefore  transient,  popularity. 

The  charges  are  made  in  a  document,  entitled,  according  to  ancient 
style,  "  a  bill  for  fees  and  disbursements,"  making  no  mention  of  com- 
mission  or  mercantile  profits.  The  disbursements  have  been  settled 
and  allowed,  therefore  the  present  question  turns  merely  on  fees — 
fees  which,  however  arising,  the  marshal  conceives  he  has  a  legal  title 
to  demand,  and  to  have  that  demand  sustained  by  this  or  any  otha 
court  in  which  his  title  may  be  questioned. 

All  fees  of  oflicc,  properly  so  called,  are  presumed  to  have  a  legiti- 
mate foundation  in  some  act  of  a  competent  authority, 
[  *  146  ]  originally  assigning  a  fair  quaiitum  *  meruit  for  the  par- 
ticular service.  Thq  evidence  of  such  fees  is  found  best, 
and  most  usually,  in  written  documents,  either  ancient  or  modem, 
supposed  to  be  founded  upon  more  ancient ;  and  these  are  of  a 
deciding  character  when  they  have  been  generally  recognized  under 
such  an  impress  of  authority.  In  many  cases,  unwritten  usage  is  all 
the  evidence  that  can  be  obtained,  and  is  sufficient  where  it  is  uni- 
form and  so  admitted.  When  there  is  neither  the  one  nor  the  other 
of  these  species  of  evidence,  a  claim  or  remuneration  may  still  be 
supported  pro  opere  et  labore.  It  may  be  properly  made  a  fee  of 
office,  for  future  services  of  the  like  kind,  by  competent  authority; 
but  it  cannot  be  strictly  claimed  as  such.  It  wants  the  certainty  and 
uniformity  that  characterize  a  fee  of  office,  properly  so  called,  though 
it  may,  on  other  considerations,  be  justly  due  to  the  claimant 

Most  of  the  charges  which  have  been  brought  forward,  appear  to 
be  rather  of  this  description.  They  arc  not  referred  to  any  table,  nor 
to  any  established  course  of  practice  much  older  than  the  marshal's 
own  time.  The  registrar  and  merchants  seem  to  have  estimated  all 
the  claims  much  in  the  same  way  of  equitable  allowance,  pro  opcre 
et  labore,  though  with  a  diflcrent  result. 

The  articles  questioned  on  one  side  and  the  other  are  four  in  num- 
ber.    1st.  475/.  on  the  removal  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  charged  at  one 
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half  per  cent,  on  the  value,  but  reduced  to  150/.     2dly,  440/.  for 
unlading  the  cargo  at  one  half  per  cent.,  reduced  by  a  different  com- 
putation of  value  to  318/.     3dly,  318/.  charged  at  one  half  per  cent 
for  the  delivery  to  the  claimant,  disallowed  altogether,  on  a  supposition 
that  the  sum  allowed  in  the  foregoing  article  was  sufHcient. 
4thly,  a  *  poundage  of  three  and  one  half  per  cent,  for  the  mar-  [  *  147  ] 
shal  and  his  broker  on  the  sale  of  the  ship,  of  which  I  will  only 
say  at  present,  that  it  is,  at  least,  charged  in  an  improper  form,  in  con- 
founding together  what  should  be  stated  separately,  in  order  that  the 
pretensions  of  the  marshal  and  his  broker  may  be  distinctly  ascertained, 
and  that  it  may  appear  how  much  is  paid  in  the  way  of  disburse- 
ment, and  how  much  as  a  quantum  meruit  to  the  marshal. 

These  charges  altogether  amount  to  above  1,400/.,  and  if  the  cargo 
bad  been  sold,  (which  the  marshal  claims  also  a  right  to  sell,  where 
it  18  to  be  sold,)  there  would  have  been  a  clear  profit  of  ofiice  of 
3,000/.,  acquired  by  an  oflicer  of  a  court  of  justice,  in  the  course  of 
one  cause  depending  in  that  court.  I  must  confess  that  such  a  gene- 
ral statement  is  at  least  awakening.  I  know  nothing  like  it  in  any 
other  oflicc  of  the  same  description.  It  may  happen  that,  by  forfeit- 
ures and  fines,  very  large  profits  may  occasionally,  and  in  the  result 
of  one  decision,  fall  into  the  lap  of  grantees  of  the  crown,  under 
ancient  grants,  made  in  the  improvident  simplicity  of  former  times. 
But  this  is  not  of  that  kind  ;  it  arises  not  from  eccentric,  penalties, 
but  from  the  mere  execution  of  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  court 
in  which  the  party  is  an  oflicer.  Is  this  an  oiiice  of  high  and  burden- 
some dignity  ?  Respectable,  most  undoubtedly  it  is,  but  not  of  the 
very  first  order  even  in  the  court  to  which  it  belongs.  It  is  an  ofTicc 
requiring  the  valuable  qualifications  of  common  prudence,  common 
integrity,  and  common  civility  in  the  holder;  but,  well  satisfied  by 
these  endowments,  and  demanding  no  peculiar  elevation  of 
talents,  no  laborious  preparations  of  study,  *  and  personal  [  *  148  ] 
accromplishments,  and  imposing  no  particular  obligations  of 
splendor  and  expense  ;  and  yet  it  is  very  evident  that  this  office  may, 
by  easy  possibility,  from  the  occurrence  of  two  or  three  such  causes 
within  a  short  period,  far  transcend,  in  any  competition  of  profits, 
offices  of  any  kind  whatever  —  oiiices  the  most  dignified  in  rank,  and 
the  most  im|K)rtant  in  functions  that  arc  known  to  the  establishments 
of  this  country. 

These  general  considerations  are  certainly  not  decisive,  for  it  may 
happen,  notwithstanding,  that  its  duties,  being  very  laborious  and 
very  continued,  may  be  not  overpaid.  But  they  certainly  must 
excite,  upon  the  first  view  so  presented,  a  strong  impression  either 
that  the  court  is  unfortunately  constituted  for  purposes  of  public  con- 
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venicnce,  or  that  its  rules  have  been  somehow  or  other  misapplied,  in 
producing  such  an  unnatural  result. 

The  first  charge  is  a  commission  on  removal,  at  one  half  per  cent, 
on  the  ship  and  cargo,  amounting  to  475/.,  but  reduced,  by  the  report 
of  the  registrar  and  merchants,  to  150L     To  this  reduction  the  ^la^ 
shal  objects,  not  that  such  an   allowance  is  unconformable  to  any 
table  of  fees,  for  no  fee  for  such  a  service  is  to  be  found  in  the  tabic 
referred  to,  or  in  any  other ;  nor  that  it  is  unconformable  to  former 
usage,  for  no  ancient  usage  whatever  is  shown,  but  that  it  is  dispro- 
portionate to  what  is  equitably  due,  as  a  quantum  meruit^  for  ctm^ 
attention  and  responsibility  in  the  service.     The  fact  that  there  is  no 
fee,  either  in  the  table  or  usage,  leads  rather  to  this  conclusion,  that 
this  particular  service  is  not  appendant  to  the  office,  because 
[  *  149  ]  the  table  must  be  understood  to  describe  the  *  profits  belong- 
ing to  each  function  of  the  office,  or,  if  it  had  been  acci- 
dentally omitted  there,  (as  I  think  some  things  are  omitted,)  or  if  it 
had  grown  up  since,  it  would  still  appear  in  the  uniform  practice  of 
the  court.     It  must  have  happened  that  ships  and  goods  claimed  by 
the  admiralty  have  been  removed ;  and  if  it  had  been  the  marshal's 
office  to  remove  them,  there  could  have  been  no  lack  of  precedents 
None  are  produced,  and  I  understand  that  the  practice  has  occasion- 
ally been  otherwise ;   therefore  it  is  clearly  no  function  of  his  office; 
and  it  appears  to  me  that  there  arc  strong  reasons  of  propriety  for 
holding  it  to  be,  by  no  means  naturally,  or  perhaps  prudentially,  con- 
nected with  the  office. 

The  terms  of  the  commission  rather  imply  that  it  should  be 
addressed  to  a  naval  person.  They  are  "to  remove,"  and  not  "to 
cause  to  be  removed ; "  and  no  man  acting  in  his  own  concerns,  or 
reflecting  much  on  subjects  of  this  kind,  would  commit  such  a  trust 
to  a  mere  landsman,  or  to  a  person  having  no  more  knowledge  of 
navigation  than  the  imperfect  information  which  a  landsman  of  ordi- 
nary curiosity  may  be  supposed  to  have  picked  up.  I  confess  I  think 
that  a  sea  officer  would  have  been  at  least  as  proper  for  such  a  ser- 
vice as  the  officer  of  any  court  of  justice  whatever.  The  employ- 
ment as  little  suits  the  officer,  as  the  officer  suits  the  employment;  for 
the  eflfect  of  this  employment  is  to  draw  him  to  a  distance  from  the 
proper  sphere  of  his  occupation,  which  is  described  in  the  table  pro- 
duced, and  is  in  practice  found  to  consist  "  in  attendance  on  this  court, 
and  in  executing  its  processes  in  the  port  of  London."  Itis» 
[  *  150  ]  therefore,  evident  that,  on  very  wise  grounds,  this  is  a  •func- 
tion not  belonging  to  the  marshal  as  such,  and  which,  if  com- 
mitted to  him,  is  committed  upan  the  same  terms  as  to  any  oihff 
individual. 

What  are  the  duUea  oi  such  a  trust  ?     To  collect  a  proper  crew,  if 
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there  is  no  sueli  crew  aln»ady  belonging  to  the  vessel ;  to  provide  all 
necessary  i»upplies  for  the  special  voyage,  and  all  these  at  the  expense 
of  his  employers,  (for  he  is  not  bound  to  advance  a  sixpence  under 
bis  commission) ;  and  to  direct  the  crew  in  their  voyage  from  the  one 
port  to  the  other.  As  far  as  I  can  judge,  his  duties,  under  a  commis- 
sion of  removal,  arc  nearly  those  of  a  confidential  master  of  a  mer- 
chant vessel  in  a  similar  situation,  and  no  more.  All  that  is  required 
of  him  is  to  remove  the  vessel  and  cargo.  That  is  the  ordinary  duty 
of  the  master,  and  nobody  can,  under  the  commission,  expect  more 
from  him.  The  marshal,  it  is  true,  may  engage  in  other  services,  but 
in  that  he  goes  beyond  the  commission  of  nMUoval.  In  considering 
the  case  of  removal,  I  have  no  business  with  volunteer  services  of 
that  kind  —  they  may  be  services  of  agency;  but  if  the  admiralty 
does  not  acknowledge  him  in  that  chamctcr,  I  have  nothing  to  do 
with  claims  of  that  species. 

It  may  be  proper,  however,  to  notice  the  services  which  the  mar- 
shal has  particularized  upon  this  head,  as  they  are  described  in  the 
act.  First,  it  is  stated  "  that  he  was  employed  in  ascertaining  the 
valae,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  the  insurance."  I  confess  I  am 
somewhat  at  a  loss  how  to  ascertain  this  fact,  when  I  perceive  that 
the  certificate  of  the  value  was  brought  in  by  the  claimants,  and  that 
the  policies  of  insurance  were  produced  by  them.  Secondly,  it  is 
stated  ^M hat  he  travelled  to  Falmouth,  and  settled  the  tradesmen's 
bills,  hired  mariners,  and  fitted  the  vessel  for  coming  round, 
and  came  with  her,  *  and  brought  her  in  safety  to  her  moor-  [  *  1/31  ] 
ings.*'  What  is  the  peculiar  merit  of  these  services  ?  It 
is  implied  in  the  very  acceptance  of  the  commission,  that  he  should 
go  to  Falmouth  and  attend  the  ship,  and  all  the  expenses  of  his 
journey  are  to  be  liberally  allowed  in  his  disbursements.  He  pays 
the  tradesmen's  bills,  and  hires  mariners,  at  the  expense  of  his  em- 
ployers; and,  if  he  advances  money,  as  he  is  stated  to  have  advanced 
729/.,  he  is  entitled  to  charge  interest  upon  it.  lie  was  not  bound  to 
have  supplied  any  money,  and  might  have  demanded  it  of  his  em- 
ployers beforehand.  It  is  extr«Mnely  obvious  that  in  these  services 
there  is  no  particular  merit,  beyond  the  ordinary  discharge  of  the 
trust  which  he  had  accepted.  Or  if  they  could  any  of  them  be 
thought  to  amount  to  services  of  special  agency,  yet,  if  he  is  not 
acknowledged  in  that  capacity  by  his  employers,  the  court  could  not 
consider  them  in  estimating  charges  growing  exclusively  out  of  his 
commission. 

On  some  of  the  facts  contained  in  this  representation,  I  feel  a  dilfi- 
CDlty  in  admitting  their  correctness,  when  1  see  what  is  stated  in  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Carne  and  Mr.  Pellew.     Mr.  Carne  is  an  agent  of  the 
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East  India  Company  at  Falmouth,  and  was  applied  to  by  Captain 
Smyth,  on  his  arrival  there.  He  states,  "  that  he  did  aetaally 
advance  several  sums  for  the  supply  of  provisions  and  other  articles 
to  Captain  Smyth,  particularly  a  new  eighteen  inch  cable  of  110 
fathoms,  at  the  expense  of  180/.  II5.  2d, ;  that  he  continued  to  supply 
the  said  ship  till  the  arrival  of  the  marshal,  who  asked  no  farther 
assistance  of  him,  but  that  he  would  have  advanced  any  farther  sums 
that  had  been  required  of  him."  When  I  look,  also,  at  the  bill  of 
money  advanced  by  Mr.  Pellew,  the  agent  for  the  admiralty, 
[  *  152  ]  for  the  hire  of  mariners,  amounting  *  to  no  less  a  sum  than 
432/.,  I  confess  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand  what  could 
be  the  necessity  of  any  advances  on  the  part  of  the  marshal ;  or,  if 
there  had  been  the  utmost  necessity,  the  whole  that  could  have  ariseo 
from  it  would  be  that  he  would  have  a  right  to  charge  interest  on  the 
money  so  advanced. 

There  is,  also,  I  observe,  an  affidavit,  made  by  Mr.  Smyth,  bearing 
testimony  to  the  continued  exertions  of  the  marshal,  and  to  the  meritfl 
of  his  services  on  board,  to  which  I  can  give  ready  credit,  knowingi 
as  I  do,  the  prompt  activity  of  this  officer.  Yet,  there  are  one  or  two 
particulars  stated  in  this  affidavit,  as,  also,  one  or  two  other  circum- 
stances mentioned  in  the  act,  which  I  do  not  very  exactly  understand. 
Mr.  Smyth  says,  "that  tho  ship  was  lying  with  two  Indian  cables; 
that  his  own  credit  was  exhausted,  (which  is  not  very  intelligible  if 
the  agent  for  the  admiralty  was  ready  to  supply  him ;)  that  on  the 
marshal's  arrival,  he  took  a  boat,  late  in  the  day,  and  went  to  St 
Mawes,  at  the  hazard  of  his  life,  and  got  a  cable  made  that  night" 
It  is  stated,  also,  that  the  marshal  purchased  a  cable  for  182/,,  the  pre- 
cise sum  which  I  perceive  was  paid  by  Mr.  Carne,  and  for  a  cable  <rf 
exactly  the  same  dimensions,  and  which  I  am  therefore  tempted  to 
suppose  must  have  been  the  same.  As  to  what  is  said  of  the  ma^ 
shal's  activity  in  going  off  in  a  boat  that  night  at  the  hazard  of  hb 
life,  I  do  not  mean  to  undervalue  the  zeal  which  he  showed  on  that 
occasion  ;  yet,  I  cannot  but  observe  that  it  would  have  appeared  to 
me  to  be  fully  sufficient  for  the  fair  execution  of  his  duty,  if  he  had 
gone  by  land,  in  a  chaise,  the  next  morning.  It  is  stated  that  the 
marshal  was  employed  in  these  services  several  weeks,  upon  which  I 
cannot  but  remark  that  the  commission  bears  date  the  17th 
[  *  153  ]  *  August,  and  the  certificate  of  its  execution  on  the  3d  Sep- 
tember, so  that  the  execution  of  this  commission  compre- 
hended at  most  a  few  days  more  than  one  fortnight.  Upon  the  whole 
of  this  part  of  the  case,  it  appears  that  the  services  are  either  of  two 
descriptions,  either  such  as  every  man  is  bound  to  perform  who 
accepts  a  commission  of  this  nature,  or  such  as  do  not  belong  to  it, 
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and,  therefore,  such  as  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  consider  in  estimating 
the  service:*  belonging  to  that  commission  only. 

There  is,  however,  less  necessity  for  considering  the  special  services, 
firom  what  follows,  since  it  is  stated  'Mhat  the  mar&hal  uniformly 
charges  the  same  in  all  cases  of  removal."  It  is  therefore  not  a  charge 
arising  out  of  special  circumstances,  but  considered  as  appendant 
generally  to  the  execution  of  such  commissions.  The  claim  is  for  a  per- 
centage on  the  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  and  the  general  grounds 
alleged  for  such  a  claim  are  care  and  attention,  the  opus  et  labor^  and 
responsibility ;  and  it  is  said,  that  as  these  increase  in  proportion  to 
the  value,  so  ought  the  remun«Tation.  Now,  in  the  first  place,  that 
the  opus  el  labor  increase  with  the  magnitude  of  the  value  is  not 
strictly  true  ;  for  there  may  be  just  as  much  trouble  in  executing  such 
a  commission  on  an  empty  ship,  as  on  a  ship  loaded  with  the  most 
valuable  cargo.  Secondly,  if  an  incn?ase  of  attention  was  generally 
required  by  an  increase  of  value,  it  would  by  ])c)  means  follow,  that 
it  founds  a  claim  for  a  perc(M)tage  remuncTation  on  the  value,  rising 
in  the  same  arithmetical  progression.  It  may  be  very  fit  that  the 
remuneration  should  increase,  but  verv  unfit  that  it  should  increase 
in  that  ratio;  because  a  man  may  be  very  liberally  n;- 
wanled  for  his  care  and  att(Mition,  by  a  mncli  *  smaller  pro-  [  "  lol  ] 
portion  of  the  value  of  a  lar^e  object,  even  if  it  was  esta- 
blished that  the  renumeration  was  to  be  lonndcd  on  value  in  any  one 
of  the  first  stages.  A  m:ister  of  an  Jndiaman  has  larger  pay  than  the 
master  of  a  collier,  but  neither  one?  nor  tin?  other  any  thing  like  a  per- 
centage commission  on  the  value.  The  one  has  larger  pay,  because 
there  is  moreof  tlie  opus  rt  labor  to  be  fiirni^ln'd,  more  skill,  more  time, 
and  more  personal  hazard,  and  certainly  with  some  general  reference  to 
the  ability  of  the  fund  which  is  to  atl'ord  the  renumeration;  but  there 
is  no  percentage  originally,  still  less  any  percentage  on  the  increase. 
I  am  clear,  therefore,  that  the  prineiph*  of  a  percentage  totally  fails, 
so  far  as  mere  care  and  attention  are  concerned. 

But  it  is  added  "tiiat  a  responsibility  accrues,  and  that  this  must 
be  proportional  to  the  valnc  ol"  tin*  property,  for  which  he  is  responsi- 
ble." When  th(»  ipiestion  is  a^^ke*!,  what  is  tlie  nature  of  this  respon- 
sibility I  it  is  said,  tliat  it  consists  in  bi'ing  answerable  for  all  parti- 
cular enibczzlenu'nts.  It  is  not  pretended  that  he  is  answerable  tor 
casualties  generally,  but  only  for  embezzlements,  and  for  them  only 
because  the  underwriters  will  not  insure  prize  property,  but  with  the 
exception  of  particular  aviTaije.  That  certainly  leails  to  no  neees>ary 
consequence  ;  it  does  ni>t  I'ollow.  that  b('eau><e  A  is  not  answerable, 
then*fore  IJ  is  answerabh»,  since  neither  may  be  answerable;  and  it 
femains  to  be  shown  that  13  is  unilcr  any  such  responsibility. 
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What  ia  the  foundation  of  this  responsibility  ?  Every  man  who 
undertakes  a  commission,  incurs  all  the  responsibility  that  belongs  to 
a  prudent  and  honest  execution  of  that  commission.  Then 
[  *  155  ]  the  question  comes,  What  is  a  prudent  and  honest  *  execu- 
tion of  a  commission  ?  The  fair  performance  of  the  datiet 
that  belong  to  it ;  I  have  described  those  duties,  and  I  do  not  conceive 
the  commissioner  to  be  responsible  further.  As  to  embezzlements  at 
sea,  it  is  not  easy  to  understand  how  they  can  well  happen  at  all ;  and, 
therefore,  all  the  outcry  that  has  been  raised  is  about  the  plundering 
in  the  river,  in  a  way  that  would  lead  us  to  suppose  that  the  shores  of 
this  river  were  lined  with  buccaneers.  I  do  not  understand  that  rich 
East  India  ships,  or  West  Indiamen,  double  their  guards  in  the  river  oa 
such  an  apprehension ;  they  depend  on  the  sufficiency  of  their  crewSi 
But  if  they  do  not,  and  really  double  their  guard,  it  leads  to  nothing 
more  than  to  impose  a  like  obligation  on  the  commissioner,  fle 
must  provide  a  competent  number  of  persons  to  guard  the  property; 
having  so  done,  he  has  discharged  his  responsibility,  unless  he  can  be 
affected  with  fraud,  or  negligence,  amounting  in  legal  hnderstanding 
to  fraud.  It  is  certainly  true,  that  the  commissioner  is  responsible  far 
a  negligent  or  dishonest  execution  of  his  trust.  If  he  knowingly 
takes  a  master  and  a  crew  dishonest  or  negligent,  that  is  dolus  or 
negligenUa  dolo  proxima.  If  losses  liappen  in  consequence,  he  may 
become  answerable,  quia  nequitcr  se  gessit  —  because  he  is  guilty  of 
the  ncgUgentia  vialiciosa  —  he  has  not  executed  his  trust;  he  becoma 
answerable  in  that  case  for  his  own  wrong  doings,  and  not  for  that  of 
others,  against  which  he  has  used  honest  and  reasonable  caution. 

The  commissioner  employed  is  pro  hoc  vice  the  servant  of  those 
who  employ  him.  What  is  the  obligation  of  a  servant  ?  IfI8endase^ 
vant  with  money  to  a  banker,  and  he  carries  it  with  proper  care,  he 
would  not  be  answerable  for  the  loss  if  his  pocket  was  picked 
[  •  156  ]  in  the  *  way  ;  but  if,  instead  of  carrying  it  in  a  proper  man- 
ner and  with  ordinary  caution,  he  should  carry  it  openly  in 
his  hand,  thereby  exposing  valuable  property  so  as  to  invite  the  snatch 
of  any  person  he  might  meet  in  the  crowded  population  of  this  town, 
he  would  be  liable,  because  he  would  be  guilty  of  the  negligentii 
maliciosa,  in  doing  that,  from  which  the  law  must  infer  that  he 
intended  the  event  which  has  actually  taken  place. 

A  common-carrier,  or  a  master  of  a  barge,  is  answerable  for  cmbefr 
zlement  and  robbery ;  but  the  case  of  such  persons  constitutes  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule,  founded  in  necessity,  and  confined  to 
persons  carrying  for  hire  in  their  general  occupation.  Being  a  ptf- 
son  unknown  to  his  employers,  and  not  employed  in  special  confi- 
dence, the  public  conductor  rerum  vehendarum  is  to  answer  for  aD 
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rislcH,  Otherwise  there  would  be  no  possibility  of  guarding  against 
combinations  between  this  unknown  person  and  others  with  whom  he 
might  collude.  But  a  commissioner  is  not  of  this  description.  He 
is  selected  in  special  confidence ;  his  stipulation  with  the  law  binds 
him  to  common  prudence  and  common  integrity ;  for  all  that  lies 
beyond  this,  his  employers  are  answerable  if  anybody  is  answerable,  for 
even  that  may  depend  upon  circumstances.  If  the  property  had  been 
decreed  to  be  restored,  it  does  not  follow  tliat  the  admiralty  would 
have  been  answerable  for  the  deficiency.  This  court  has  held  private 
eaptors  discharged  from  re:(ponsibility,  where  the  property  has  been 
shown  to  be  missing  without  any  default  on  their  part.  At  any  rate 
the  commissioner  is  answerable  only  to  the  court  and  his  employers, 
and  he  will  satisfy  any  demand  arising  from  the  responsi- 
bility *  which  he  has  entered  into  to  both,  if  he  shows  that  he  [  *  157  ] 
has  acted  with  the  honesty,  and  the  discretion,  which  the 
nature  of  bis  commission  requires. 

Two  cases  have  been  cited,  not  immediately  applicable  to  the  cases 
of  removal,  but  as  not  irr<;levant  to  the  general  question  of  responsi- 
bility arising  from  oHicial  posses^^ion.  The  Buena  Ventura,  before 
the  Lords,  and  a  case  before  this  court,^  in  which  the  marshal  was 
held  responsible  for  a  boat  that  had  b(*en  lost  under  his  custody.  In 
the  first  case,  the  marshal  properly  answered,  that  he  was  not  in  pos- 
session, as  the  property  was  under  the  king^s  locks.  Having  made 
that  fact  to  appear  before  the  Lords  of  Appeal,  he  was  dismissed,  of 
coarse,  without  any  determination  upon  the  (piestion  of  his  responsi- 
iity,  if  the  fact  had  turned  out  otherwise. 

In  the  case  before  this  court,  he  was  held  liable,  but  under  what 
circumstances?  A  complaint  had  been  openly  and  repeatedly  made 
in  conrt  against  the  marshal  for  loss  by  negligent  custody,  and  no 
answer  was  opposed  to  it.  There  was  not  even  an  appearance 
giTcn,  and  the  court  was  called  upon  to  wipe  away  the  dishonor 
of  having  a  charge  against  the  custody  of  the  court  unanswered,  by 
throwing  the  indemnification  on  him.  But  if  an  appearance  had  been 
given,  and  any  denial  of  loose  custody  had  been  opposed,  the  court 
wonld  have  thought  it  no  more  than  a  legal  and  pro|)er  confidence  in 
its  own  oificer,  to  have  thrown  the  proof  of  culpable  negligence  on  the 
other  party.  No  such  responsibility,  therefore,  is  shown,  as  can  found 
any  claim  to  be  paid  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  properly. 
Even  if  a  responsibility  was  proved,  it  would  not  lead  to  any  such 


1  The  lloop,  supra,  vol.  iv.  p.  145. 
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consequence.     It  is  not  the  way  in  which  the  master  of  a 
[  *  158  ]  *  vessel,  is  paid.     His  wages  are  not  in  any  such  proportion, 

although,  by  the  principles  of  the  maritime  law,  be  still 
remains  responsible  for  the  bills  of  lading  which  he  has  signed,  not- 
withstanding that,  by  the  modern  statute  law  of  this  kingdom,^  the 
responsibility  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel  is  limited  to  the  value  of  the 
vessel  and  the  amount  of  the  freight  due. 

It  is  clear  to  me,  then,  that  neither  pro  opere  et  laborCy  nor  on  the 
ground  of  responsibility,  can  a  percentage  charge  be  raaintaioed; 
and  nothing  can  be  more  clear  than  that,  of  all  possible  modes  of 
remuneration,  this  is  the  least  consonant  to  general  principles  of  eqnity. 
Though  it  professes  to  be  founded  on  proportionable  trouble,  care^ 
and  responsibility,  it  in  fact  overlooks  them  all  in  its  actual  applica- 
tion. It  is  evident  that  all  these  must  increase  with  the  length  of  the 
voyage  to  be  performed,  the  difficulty  of  navigation  and  personal  atten- 
tion, and  the  season  of  the  year  in  which  it  is  undertaken.  No  nun 
can  deny,  that  it  is  an  operation  of  much  less  care  and  trouble,  to 
bring  a  valuable  ship  from  Dover  in  the  summer  time,  than  itinronld 
be  to  bring  the  same  ship  from  the  port  of  Glasgow  in  the  very  depth 
of  winter.  Yet,  here  is  one  measure  provided  for  all  cases,  long  or 
short,  easy  or  difficult;  for  the  act  informs  us,  "that  this  percentage 
is  the  commission,  which  the  marshal  uniformly  charges  on  the  value 
of  all  ships  and  cargoes  removed  by  him  from  any  of  the  out-ports  of 
the  kingdom  to  London ; "  the  same  for  a  voyage  from  Harwich  u 
from  Liverpool.  It  is  unnecessary  to  say  more  on  the  equity  of  such 
a  measure. 

The   question   then   comes,   what   is   the   true    measure?     It  is 

observed  in  the  act,  "  that  the  registrar  and  merchants  ought 
[  *  159  ]  to  have  stated  to  the  court  the  allowance  *  made  to  oth« 

persons  for  removing  ships  and  cargoes."  If  they  could  have 
done  so,  it  might  have  been  proper.  But,  I  presume,  it  was  not  within 
their  knowledge,  for  this  plain  reason,  that  these  allowances  are  usually 
settled  by  private  and  previous  agreement.  The  person  who  obtaiiw 
the  commission,  whether  captor  or  claimant,  makes  his  agreement 
with  the  person  whom  he  employs,  and  the  court  knows  nothing  of  it; 
and  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  this  course  should  not  be  pursued 
by  those  who  act  for  the  admiralty. 

It  is  evidently  a  proper  course,  because  all  the  material  circuni' 
stances  can    be    previously  considered,  —  the  state  of  the  ship,  tli« 


*  7  G.  2,0.  16;  26  G.  3,  c.  86. 
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length  of  the  voyage,  the  season  of  the  year,  and  every  thing  else 
that  ought  to  be  considered  in  the  construction  of  a  fair  and  reason- 
able bargain.     As  these  commissions  arc  not  grantabic  to  the  mar- 
shal ez  debiio  jusliticcy  both  parties  are  perfectly  free.     The  person 
who  is  to  be  employed  is  free,  if  the  other  parties  do  not  offer  liberal 
terms,  and  they  are  free,  if  he  demands  what  they  think  exorbitant 
As  to  any  difficulty  in  coming  to  an  agreement,  I  see  none  that  pre- 
vents other  persons  from  making  their  previous  arrangements,  and, 
therefore,  I  can  see  no  difficulty  that  should  stand  in  the  way  of  those 
who  act  for  the  admiralty,  who  have  exactly  the  same  duties  to  per- 
form which  those  have  to  perform  who  are  acting  in  their  own  con- 
cerns.    And  if  so,  where  is  the  danger  of  that  inconvenience  of  per- 
petual litigation,  which  is  held  out  in  terrorem  to  the  court  ?     Make 
yoor  previous  contract,  and  no  such  danger  can  exist,  but  in  such 
extra  cases  as  form  some  reasonable  exceptions  to  any  general  rule.     If 
lam  asked  what  is  the  proper  basis  of  an  agreement  for  such 
a  purpose,  I  have  no  hesitation  *  in  saying  that,  in  my  opi-  [  *  160  ] 
nion,  the  proper  basis  is  the  usual  rate,  at  which  ships  of 
such  a  description,  are  conducted  on  such  a  voyage,  at  such  a  season, 
by  proper  naval  commanders. 

In  saying  this,  I  do  not  mean  to  exclude  an  equitable  enlargement 
founded  on  various  considerations.  The  marshal  is  not, like  such  a  com- 
mander, in  his  ordinary  and  continued  employment ;  it  is  a  detached  ser- 
vice, which  takes  him  out  of  his  common  sphere  of  general  occupation. 
On  these  grounds  some  latitude  may,  perhaps,  properly  be  indulged  ; 
and  I  do  not  mean  to  exclude  what  may  be  called  a  guarded  liberality 
to  a  confidential  officer  of  a  court  of  justice,  acting  in  a  business  of 
great  magnitude  and  value ;  but  still  the  basis  will  be  the  same.  I 
observe  that  Mr.  Smyth  brought  this  ship  from  St.  Helena  to  Fal- 
mouth, at  the  rate  of  60/.  per  month,  including  all  his  expenses.  Con- 
sidering that  he  was  encumbered  with  a  Dutch  crew,  I  may  suppose 
that  he  was  in  some  degree  personally  employed  in  the  navigation  of 
the  vessel  himself.  I  may  presume,  then,  that  being  provided  with 
money,  and  another  crew,  he  would  have  undertaken  to  conduct  the 
▼essel  to  London  on  similar  terms.  It  is,  therefore,  quite  impossible 
to  accede  to  a  charge  of  475/.  and  all  personal  expenses  over  and 
above  paid,  for  a  voyage  of  one  fortnight.  The  merchants  have 
allowed  150/.  upon  their  opinion  of  a  quantum  meruit  for  this  and 
other  services,  rather  irregularly  connected  with  it,  and  1  think  they 
have  allowed  very  liberally.  One  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  for  one 
fortnight's  work,  with  the  former  master  on  board  navigating  under 
him,  and  whilst  all  his  other  emoluments  were  going  on 
under  the  care  of  an  attentive  deputy  in  London,  appears  *  to  [  *  161  ] 
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me  to  go  very  largely,  indeed,  towards  the  pro&ts  of  a  very  lacra- 
five  office.  But  I  must  again  say,  that  I  have  only  to  look  at 
this  charge  unconnected  with  the  office,  for  it  has  no  connection 
with  the  office  whatever.  Regarding  it  likewise  in  that  way,  I  think 
that  the  registrar  and  merchants  have  made  an  ample  and  most  muni- 
ficent allowance,  which  I  confirm. 

The  next  article  which  I  shall  consider,  is  the  charge  on  the  sale  of 
the  ship,  after  she  came  into  the  port  of  London,  281/.  15^.  at  three 
and  a  half  per  cent.,  as  a  poundage  to  the  marshal  and  the  broker 
whom  he  employed.  In  the  first  place,  I  strongly  object  to  this  mode 
of  lumping  together  the  marshal's  and  the  broker's  poundage,  and  I 
musj;  direct  the  registrar  in  future  not  to  pass  any  accounts  so 
expressed.  The  payments  to  the  broker  are  a  disbursement,  and 
ought  to  be  charged  by  the  marshal  as  such,  separately,  that  it  may 
be  seen  distinctly,  as  it  ought,  what  the  marshal  pays  for  other  per* 
sons'  trouble,  and  what  he  charges  as  the  official  fee  for  his  own. 

It  is  understood,  however,  that  two  and  a  half  is  the  fee  claimed 
for  the  marshal,  and  one  per  cent  for  the  broker.  On  this  article  it  is 
observed  on  the  part  of  the  admiralty,  in  the  act,  "  that  there  is  an 
allowance  made  in  the  table  of  fees,  of  one  per  cent  for  all  sams 
under  200/.,  and  of  one  half  per  cent,  for  every  hundred  beyond  that 
sum."  That  this  is  not  an  authentic  table  can  scarcely  be  contended, 
since  it  is  a  table  to  which  the  marshal  himself  refers,  as  the  authority 
for  some  of  his  charges  ;  and  it  is  notoriously  that  standard  by  which 
the  fees  of  the  officers  of  the  court  are  regulated.  It  is  very  possible 
that  by  lapse  of  time  and  change  of  circumstances,  some  or 
[  *  162  ]  many  of  these  fees  may  have  become  disproportionate,  *  and 
very  proper  to  be  changed,  but  the  change  must  be  made  by 
competent  authority.  The  officer  himself  cannot  make  it.  He  can- 
not set  up  his  own  practice,  nor  even  the  unsanctioned  practice  of  a 
predecessor,  as  any  authority  in  such  a  matter,  though  such  a  practice 
may  very  fully,  as  it  does,  exonerate  him  from  any  imputation  of  per- 
sonal misconduct. 

In  argument,  a  distinction  has  been  resorted  to  between  the  Prire 
Court  and  the  Instance  Court,  though  the  act  itself,  on  the  part  of 
the  marshal,  points  to  no  such  distinction,  but  seems  to  ascribe  to 
this  table  of  fees  the  same  sort  of  authority  in  both ;  and,  as  far  as 
lapse  of  time  is  concerned  in  shaking  that  authority,  it  clearly  has  an 
equal  operation  upon  both.  Such  a  distinction  cannot  be  relied  on  with 
any  effect,  because  this  table  evidently  points  to  the  Prize  Court,  in 
some  particular  cases,  where  it  marks  a  difference,  and  thereby 
excludes  the  supposition  of  any  such  difference  in  all  other  cases, 
where  no  such  distinction  is  marked.     It  is  to  be  observed  also,  that 


HIGH   COURT   OF   ADMIRALTY.  163 


Tlie  Ren(l8l>eni:.    6  C.  Kob. 


the  marshal  acts  upon  this  very  table  in  these  prize  accounts ;  for  on 
what  other  ground  are  various  sums  charged,  but  that  they  are  such 
as  this  table  prescribes  ?  It  can  never  be  said,  that  the  marshal  shall 
use  the  table,  where  it  makes  for  him,  and  that  he  shall  be  at  liberty 
to  desert  it  where  it  happens  to  be  less  favorable. 

It  remains  to  be  asked,  then,  by  what  authority  such  an  equitable 
alteration,  if  necessary,  is  to  be  made  ?  By  his  Majesty  in  council, 
to  whom  such  a  power  is  reserved  by  statute,  to  alter  the  table  of 
fees  in  any  of  his  Courts  of  Admiralty.  That  this  court  has  clearly 
lacb  a  power  is  more  than  I  can  venture  hastily  to  assume. 
The  court  mighty  I  think,  make  equitable  *  allowances  in  [  *  163  ] 
some  cases  not  specifically  provided  for  in  this  table,  as  in 
cases  of  journeys,  or  other  contingencies,  for  which,  owing  to  the  change 
in  the  value  of  money,  the  old  allowance  is  practically  inadequate, 
and  where  there  is,  therefore,  a  physical  necessity  for  an  extraordinary 
allowance,  or  the  journeys  could  not  be  performed.  But  where  the 
tee  is  not  so  small  that  the  service  cannot  be  undertaken,  the  court 
mast  be  much  better  satisfied  of  its  power  to  alter  specific  fees  than 
I  am  at  the  present  moment,  before  it  can  admit  that  any  confirma- 
tion of  such  altered  fees  by  the  mere  authority  of  the  court  itself,  will 
support  the  demand  against  the  objections  of  those,  who  may  have  a 
ngbt  to  object  to  such  an  allowance,  in  other  cases  in  which  they  are 
concerned. 

But  the  fact  is,  that  it  has  received  no  such  confirmation  whatever, 
for  all  that  is  shown  is,  that  three  cases  have  passed,  in  which,  the 
proctors  not  objecting,  the  court  has  confirmed  the  registrar's  report, 
in  perfect  ignorance  of  what  that  report  consisted  ;  for  courts  do  not 
stir  questions  between  parties  who  are  agreed.  All  the  confirmation 
that  is  implied  in  those  cases,  is  the  consent  of  the  adverse  proctor, 
properly  or  improperly  given.  It  can  have  no  authority  in  such  a 
matter ;  the  court  is  a  total  stranger  to  it ;  and  I  have  to  lament  that, 
after  years  of  silence,  the  invidious  task  has  devolved  on  me,  of 
calling  back  this  otfice  to  its  proper  standard.  But  if  any  alteration 
is  to  be  made,  upon  what  principle  is  it  to  be  constructed  ?  Cer- 
tainly on  none  derived  from  the  practice  of  merchants.  I  do  most 
entirely  repudiate  all  analogy  between  mercantile  profits  and  oiiicial 
charges.  The  merchant  charges  his  commission  because 
he  is  a  merchant.  The  marsiial  has  not  a  right  *  to  charge  [  *  161  ] 
it,  because  he  is  not  a  merchant.  He  has  not  the  education 
of  a  merchant,  nor  the  functions  of  a  merchant  In  the  theory  of 
the  thing,  however  relaxed  tiie  modern  practice  may  be,  a  merchant 
is  expected  to  possess  a  knowledge  of  the  general  usage  and  conduct 
of  trade ;  he  is  to  watch  the  state  of  markets  at  home  and  abroad, 
and  to  acquaint  himself  with  the  course  of  exchange ;  he  is  to  catch 
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the  proper  opportunities  of  selling,  and  to  make  large  advances  on 
the  credit  of  his  consignment  as  soon  as  it  is  received,  though  it  may 
not  be  converted  for  months  ;  he  has  to  maintain  an  expensive  esta- 
blishment of  a  compting-house  and  clerks ;  he  has  to  receive  with 
decent  hospitality  the  agents  and  partners  of  his  foreign  correspond- 
ents who  may  occasionally  come  into  his  country ;  he  has  to  keep  up 
an  extensive  correspondence ;  and  what  is  very  material,  if  he  re- 
ceives a  commission  on  the  cargoes  of  other  merchants,  he  pays  a 
similar  commission  on  his  cargoes  consigned  to  them.  ^^  C€sdmur^ 
inque  vicem  prcebemus  crura  sagittis.^^  There  is  a  mutuality  in  these 
mercantile  profits  which  is  never  to  be  put  out  of  3ight,  in  consider* 
ing  the  general  propriety  of  the  charge  as  a  mercantile  practice. 

Scarcely  one  of  these  circumstances  applies  to  the  marshal    He 
has  not  to  watch  markets,  for  he  is  bound  to  sell  within  a  time  pre- 
scribed.    He  is  not  expected  to  advance  any  money;  he  has  do 
foreign  correspondence  to  maintain ;  no  establishment  of  a  compt- 
ing-house to  support ;  he  has  no  cargoes  to  consign  to  others,  nor 
any   commission   to   pay.     He   is   a   person   of  a  totally  different 
description  —  a  person  of  a  legal  constitution  and  with  legal  duties; 
and  though  some  of  his  duties  may  have  a  mercantile  mixture  in 
them,  he  does  not  transact  them  as  a  merchant.     He  acts 
[  *  165  ]  *  altogether  as  a  legal  officer,  and  must  be  paid  as  such.    I 
do,  therefore,  ex  animo^  expunge  from  the  vocabulary  of  the 
court  the  very  term  commission,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  charges  for 
services  performed  by  the  marshal,  or  any  officer  of  this  court 

I  have  had  a  paper  put  into  my  hands  some  years  ago,  on  my 
accession  to  office,  which  was  delivered  to  me  by  the  marshal  as  an 
account  of  fees  claimed  by  him.  It  describes,  at  the  same  time,  his 
pretensions  to  be  employed  in  all  sales  of  property  under  adjudica- 
tion, and  his  duties  in  conducting  such  sales  as  are  committed  to  him, 
in  the  following  terms :  "  On  all  sales  of  ships  and  goods,  where 
decrees  of  appraisement  and  sale,  issuing  from  the  Prize  Couri,  are 
directed  to  the  marshal,  (which  he  submits  ought  to  take  place  in  all 
cases  of  adjudication  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty,)  the  marshal  claims 
and  takes  the  sum  of  6rf.  in  the  pound,  or  two  and  a  half  per  cent  on 
the  gross  proceeds,  which  charge  includes  all  fees  and  poundage  for 
appraisement,  and  on  the  specific  act  of  sale  included  in  the  foregoing 
table,  as  also  the  commission  to  the  marshal,  in  the  nature  of  agency, 
or  commission  del  credere^  for  his  risk  and  labor  in  disposing  of  the  ship 
and  goods,  removing  the  same,  where  necessary,  from  place  to  place, 
securing  the  goods  according  to  the  directions  of  various  acts  of  par- 
liament, for  the  benefit  of  the  parties  concerned,  advancing  money 
without  interest,  (in  many  instances  to  a  great  amount,)  for  the  pay- 
ment of  customs  and  duties,  and  attending  repeatedly  at  the  delivery 
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of  goods  to  all  parties  entitled,  till  he  is  discharged  from  his  responsi- 
bility on  account  thereof,  which  responsibility  has  frequently  con- 
tinued for  two  or  three  years,  with  great  trouble  and  anxiety. 
In  the  execution  of  *  this  laborious  employment,  it  is  also  [  *  166  ] 
frequently  necessary  for  tiie  marshal,  in  order  to  prevent 
injurious  combinations,  to  buy  in  and  resell  goods ;  to  give  credit 
at  his  own  hazard  to  purchasers  and  brokers,  accounting  for  the 
money  received  from  them  as  received  at  the  time  of  sale,  though  the 
goods  are  frequently  sold  at  several  months'  credit,  without  which 
indalgencc  they  would  often  fail  of  finding  purchasers." 

Now,  if  the  marshal  performs  all  this,  what  is  it  that  the  broker 
does  for  which  he  charges  one  per  cent.  ?  I  conceive  that  these  are 
the  very  duties  for  which  the  broker  receives  his  consideration,  and  if 
he  is  paid  his  commission  for  performing  these  duties,  surely  the 
officer  can  have  no  possible  right  to  charge  specifically  for  the  same. 
He  must  receive  his  legal  fee,  for  a  sort  of  general  superintendence, 
and  no  more.     In  the  next  place,  I  can  by  no  means  admit  that  this 

&  just  description  of  his  duties.     According  to  this  representation, 

soon  as  a  commission  is  granted,  he  is  to  commence  general  mer- 
chant. Certainly  not.  It  is  no  part  of  that  duty  which  his  commis- 
sion imposes  upon  him.  It  is  suggested,  '^  that  he  is  the  general 
agent  of  the  parties,  and  has  a  right  to  agency."  Certainly  not.  He 
IB  the  agent  of  the  court,  and  he  is  to  look  to  that  remuneration, 
which  the  constitution  of  the  court  allows.  As  to  its  being  repre- 
sented that  it  would  be  more  beneficial  to  the  party  that  it  should  be 
otherwise,  it  may  be  so  ;  but  if  it  is  not  the  constitution  of  the  oflice, 
those  who  apply  for  commissions  must  be  content  to  take  them  as 
the  court  can  grant  them,  and  according  to  the  opportunities  and 
ISftcilities  of  execution,  which  the  process  of  the  court  can  give. 

In    speaking    of    this    paper    I    have   only   one   thing 
•  more  to  observe,  which  is,  that  in  accepting  it,  and  direct-  [  *  167  ] 
ing  it  to  be  deposited  in  the  registry,  taking,  as  I  have  done, 
this  opportunity  of  expressing  my  dissent  to  the  positions  contained 
in  it,  I  shall  think  it  an  act  of  caution  due  to  myself  and  to  those 
who  may  come  after  me,  to  disclaim  any  intention  of  giving  it  the 
sanction  of  judicial  registration,  and  to  declare  that  my  acceptance 
of  it,  and  my  direction  to  have  it  deposited  in  the  registry,  is  not  to 
be  understood  as  conveying  any  private  assent,  much  less  any  judi- 
cial confirmation  of  its  contents. 

Something  has  been  said  of  the  dignity  of  the  oifice,  and  it  has 
been  assimilated  to  that  of  a  sheritf.  I  certainly  can  have  no  dispo- 
sition to  detract  from  the  dignity  of  the  oflfice,  and  I  am  willing  to 
admit  that  he  may  be  considered  as  a  sort  of  marine  sheriff.     Bu^ 

10* 
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what  is  the  condition  of  a  county  sheriff  on  this  very  point  ?  His 
profits  on  the  sale  of  goods  are  regulated  by  a  statute  of  two  hundred 
years  standing,  (29  Eliz.  c.  4,)  and  no  alteration  has  taken  place  to 
the  present  moment  In  a  case  reported  in  2d  Term  Reports,^  we 
may  see  the  extreme  strictness  with  which  the  sheriff's  allowance  by 
that  act  is  construed  at  this  day.  Mr.  J.  BuUer  expresses  himself 
very  strongly,  "that  the  sheriff  cannot  be  allowed  the  expense  of  an 
auctioneer,  or  even  the  levy  fee  of  a  guinea,  but  that  the  sheriff  aud 
the  court  are  bound  by  the  act  of  parliament."     Mr.  Justice  Gtos» 

also  considers  the  matter  with  the  same  strictness.    "At  com- 
[  *  168  ]  mon  law  no  fee  whatever  was  allowed  to  the  sheriff;  then  'if 

he  be  entitled  to  receive  any,  it  must  be  by  act  of  parlifr 
ment  Now,  by  looking  into  the  act,  it  appears  clearly  to  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the  sheriff  should  be  paid  in  pro- 
portion to  the  sum  levied,  out  of  the  sum  levied,  and  that  the  sheriff 
should  only  levy  what  was  really  due.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that 
in  point  of  strict  law,  the  sheriff  is  not  entitled  to  any  more  than 
what  is  allowed  by  the  statute.  If  the  parties  make  any  private 
agreement,  that  is  a  matter  for  their  consideration,  but  it  cannot  fonn 
any  part  of  the  sheriff's  demand."  By  the  construction  of  that  act, 
then,  it  is  held,  that  a  sheriff  is  entitled  to  no  extra  charge  whatever, 
not  even  the  expense  of  an  auctioneer.  It  is  true  that  these  observa- 
tions are  made  upon  the  construction  of  an  act  of  parliament,  but 
when  the  legislature  has  made  no  alteration  in  the  rate  of  fees  for 
such  a  length  of  time,  it  furnishes  this  court  with  instruction  that  is 
not  inapplicable  to  the  consideration  of  this  case. 

Not  being  bound  by  any  act  of  parliament,  I  shall  think  myself 
justified  in  allowing  a  broker,  because  I  conceive  it  to  be  an  indis- 
pensable necessity  in  such  sales,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  property 
concerned  that  they  should  be  so  conducted.  After  this  payment  is 
allowed,  what  is  due  to  the  officer  of  the  court  ?  I  presume  that 
what  is  due  to  him  is  what  is  provided  for  in  the  table  of  fees. 
Whether  what  belongs  to  the  officer,  according  to  that  table,  which 
is  about  forty  or  fifty  pounds,  is  an  adequate  remuneration,  I  will  not 
take  upon  myself  to  say.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  such  a  sum, 
exclusive  of  the  charge  of  a  broker,  and  all  other  expenses,  is  not 

sufficient.     If  any  objection  can  be  sustained  against  it  on 
[  •  169  ]  this  head,  it  must  be  a  *  subject  of  consideration  elsewhere. 

In  delivering  my  judgment  upon  it,  I  am  under  the  neces- 
sity of  directing  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  reform  that  part  of 


1  Woodgate  r.  Knatchbull,  p.  148. 
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their  report  which  relates  to  this  article,  according  to  the  ancient 
table  of  fees,  allowing  the  charge  for  the  broker  as  a  necessary  dis- 
bursement 

The  next  charge  in  controversy  is  the  sum  of  440/.,  charged  as  one 
half  per  cent,  upon  the  cargo  valued  at  88,000/.,  but  reduced  to  318/. 
upon  the  appraised  value  of  63,000/.,  for  the  specific  services  of 
unloading  the  cargo  and  directing  the  appraisement.  It  is  objected 
to  this  article,  not  that  something  is  not  due,  but  that  the  charge 
ought  to  be  calculated  in  a  diflferent  manner  than  by  a  percentage 
upon  either  value,  or  any  value  whatever.  Supposing  it  to  be  pro- 
perly chargeable  on  value,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  value  must 
be  taken  on  the  correct  estimate  of  the  appraisement,  and  not  upon 
the  loose  and  conjectural  computation,  formed  for  the  mere  purpose 
of  leading  the  insurance.  Upon  no  ground  whatever  could  the  latter 
be  assumed,  unless  the  marshal  was  responsible  for  the  conjectural 
value.  I  have  already  expressed  my  opinion  that  he  is  not  aflccted 
with  any  liability  in  value  at  all,  except  in  cases  where  he  has 
betrayed  his  trust  by  fraud,  or  a  negligence  approaching  to  fraud. 
Even  there  he  would  be  at  liberty  to  falsify  the  mere  conjectural  valu- 
ation, and  to  show  that  the  estimate  was  contradicted  by  the  real 
valne;  —  for  instance,  that  a  seron  of  indigo  being  loi^t,  was,  at  the 
market,  of  such  a  value,  and  no  more.  If  that  was  shown,  a  demand 
on  the  part  of  the  owner  to  be  indemnified  for  a  loss  merely  ideal 
would  be  a  demand  improper  to  be  made,  and  very  unlikely 
to  be  sustained,  *  even  if  any  such  general  responsibility  [  *  170  ] 
existed. 

It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  enter  into  di>quisitions  of  this  kind, 
because  I  am  under  the  necessity  of  dissenting  from  the  registrar  and 
merchants  on  this  article,  as  to  allowing  any  percentage  at  all.  In 
the  first  place,  the  merit  of  the  service  performed  has  no  necessary 
connection  whatever  with  the  value  of  the  property  to  which  it  is 
applied.  There  is  no  more  time  or  personal  attention  required  in  the 
mere  delivery  of  a  cargo  of  indigo,  than  of  a  cargo  of  cotton. 
Se<x>ndly,  I  am  of  opinion  that,  except  in  cases  of  sale,  where,  for 
obvious  reasons,  a  percentage  is  allowed  for  the  double  purpose  of 
improving  the  sale,  and  of  repaying  the  responsibility  incurred  for  the 
security  of  the  money,  in  all  other  cases  a  forensic  payment,  not  only 
in  this  table  of  fees,  but  in  all  tables,  and  in  all  courts,  is  charged  not 
pro  raid  of  the  subject-matter,  hut  pro  raid  of  the  time  and  attention 
given.  The  objection  that,  by  this  mode  of  computation,  property  of 
small  value  may  be  severely  taxed,  and  much  more  than  by  a  pro 
ratd  payment,  though  true  in  fact,  is  no  objection  that  can  be  per- 
mitted to  avail,  becausc.it  is  the  objection  which  must  subsist  y 
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out  a  remedy  in  every  matter  of  legal  proceeding.     The  man  who 
sues  for  40/.  incurs,  in  many  respects,  the  same  expense  that  he  would 
do  in  suing  for  400/.,  because,  in  legal  proceedings,  he  must  pay  those 
whose  services  he  calls  in,  not  in  proportion  to  the  value  of  the  pro- 
perty, but  to  the  value  of  the  time  and  diligence  employed  in  recover- 
ing it.     Thirdly,  it  is  to  be  considered,  what  is  the  real  occupation  of 
the  marshal  in  such  a  matter.     To  unload  the  vessel  personally  is 
clearly  no  part  of  his  duty.     He  is  to  employ  other  persons 
[  *  171  ]  *  of  various  descriptions.     All  that  he  has  to  perform  is  to 
hire  and  pay  these  persons  at  the  expense  of  his  principal 
and  to  give,  by  himself  or  deputy,  a  proper  care  and  superintendence 
over  the  due  execution  of  the  work. 

The  question,  then,  comes  to  this,  what  is  the  proper  allowance  for 
services  of  this  measure  and  extent.     The  table  of  fees  has  prescribed 
nothing  on  this  head.     Authorized  usage  has  prescribed  nothing.   1 
have  repeatedly  disclaimed  all  reference  to  the  value  of  the  thing; 
But  some  rule  must  be  furnished  to  prevent  the  mischief  of  uncertain 
charges  and  constant  litigation  ;  and  where  no  rule  is  establbhed  by 
authority  or  practice,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  borrow  an  analogy 
from  cases  of  a  similar  nature.     He  is  to  be  paid  for  time  and  attenr 
tion  during  the  necessary  course  of  the  operation.     What  is  allowed 
to  commissioners  at  the  outports,  for  an  unlivery  for  the  purpose  of 
appraisement  ?     One  guinea  a  day  for  each  commissioner.     The  8e^ 
vice  is  the  same,  for  whatever  purpose  performed.     But  the  marshal 
may  be  considered  as  performing  the  whole  service  of  both  commis- 
sioners, and  may  be  entitled  to  the  joint  pay  of  both.     If,  beyond 
this,  allowing  something  for  his  station,  and  for  the  necessity  he  is 
under  of  providing  other  persons  to  execute  other  functions,  and  for 
the  greater  comparative  expense  of  every  thing  done  in  this  town,  I 
ingraft  an  additional  guinea,  making  it  three  guineas  per  day,  I  shall 
perhaps  allow  more  than  sober  men  may  approve,  but  not  more  than 
I  venture,  without  fear  of  censurable  impropriety,  to  assign. 

The  registrar  and  merchants  have  included,  in  the  description  of 
this  article,  the  ordering  the  appraisement     I   have  not, 
[  *  172  J  *  because  I  presume  that  it  is  a  service  of  but  slight  con- 
texture, and  is  specifically  provided  for  in  the  table  of  fees, 
and  that  it  consists  of  nothing  more  than  directing  Mr.  Coles  to  take 
on  himself  that  employment,  which  I  apprehend  is  not  an  operation 
of  much  time  or  labor.     There  can  be  nothing  due  pro  opere  et  labore. 
It  is  said  that  there  is  an  inventory  to  be  made  ;  but  when  I  look  at 
what  that  inventory  is,  I  see  that  it  is  little  more  than  a  copy  of  the 
manifest ;  and  wheij  I  perceive  that  there  is  a  remuneration  provided 
for  it  in  the  table  of  fees,  I  do  not  feel  myself  entitled  to  say  that 
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taken  in  conjunction  with  what  I  have  otherwise  allowed  for  the 
principal  part  of  tiie  same  service,  it  is  not  competently  remunerated. 
The  execution  of  the  appraisement  is  the  exclusive  work  of  the 
mppraiser,  and  he  brings  in  his  bill.  The  property  must  not  be  twice 
charged  for  the  same  identical  service.  It  is  objected,  that  these  ope- 
rations being  paid  for  with  reference  to  time,  may  be  improperly  pro- 
tracted. But  it  is  suiFicient  to  meet  this  objection,  to  say  that  much 
may  safely  be  trusted  to  the  integrity  of  the  public  officer,  and  more 
to  the  vigilance  of  the  parties  who  have  an  interest  in  the  due  exe- 
cation  of  the  trust. 

The  last  subject  of  controversy  is  the  sum  of  318/.  charged  by  the 
marj^hal,  at  one  half  per  cent.,  for  delivery  of  goods  to  the  claimant 
on  hail,  which  has  been  disallowed  by  the  registrar  and  merchants, 
on  the  ground  that  the  foregoing  allowance  is  sufficient;  that  is,  I 
prr-sume,  the  allowance  for  unloading  the  cargo  and  ordering  appraise- 
naent.  In  this  reasoning  I  cannot  concur.  Having  varied  that  fore- 
foing  allowance,  and  very  considtrrably  to  the  disadvantage 
of  the  •  marshal,  I  cannot,  of  course,  apply  the  same  sort  [  *  173  ] 
of  consideration  which  they  have*  drawn  from  the  sum 
allowed  on  the  preceding  article,  even  if  that  consideration  had  been 
originally  correct.  Hut  I  incline  strongly  to  doubt  whether,  on  any 
Tiew  of  the  matter,  I  could  have  arquiesced  in  ii  modt?  of  treating 
thi.*  subject  as  perfectly  correct,  whi<*h  did  not  assign  to  each  distinct 
tct  its  distinct  remuneration,  so  that  it  may  fully  appear  without 
iDtermixtun*,  and  th«*  confusion  and  ol)scurity  and  injustice  arising 
from  thence,  what  is  the  proposed  value  of  each  separate  service. 

This*  being  a  separate  service, and  so  admitted  by  the  n*gistrar  and 
nrrchants.  who  have  provided  for  it  in  a  way  in  which  I  cannot 
eiarily  concur,  the  qtii-stion  returns  upon  me.  What  is  the  proper 
»il*i'.v:ince  for  it  to  be  macle  by  this  court  i  Not  accepting  the  mode 
of  valuation  of  merit  proposed  by  the  registrar  and  merchants,  I 
tLJnk  iny^f'lf  bound  e<]ually  to  pronoun<'c  that  I  as  little  accept  the 
vftiiiatiitri  made  by  the  mar>hal,  on  a  percentage  of  the  value  of  the 
U'.ing  delivrnvl,  and  this  partly  on  the  general  reasons  already 
a—.'gfird.  that  srrviet's  of  the  law  are  not  usually  niteil  by  a  pcrcent- 
iCf  «»n  the  value  of  the  prop<Tty  to  which  they  an?  applied.  There 
:•  *ijn-ly  as  little  ground  fi»r  a  rate  of  p«Trentag(»  in  this  service  as  in 
any  other;  for  the*  labor  and  trouble  of  delivering  in  a  peaircable 
niazmt-r  a  casket  of  diamonds  is  not  greater  in  itself  than  that  of 
dflivrrin::  a  box  of  tenpenny  nails.  'I'he  very  possibility  that  an  olli- 
crr  might  entilh'  himself  to  such  an  e\(.>rl)itant  profit  on  property  of 
P»-at  value,  for  a  service  of  no  merit  whatever,  cither  active 
Of  pa^fiive,  is  of  itself  .suliici«'nt  to  proclaim  *  the  absolute  [*  171  ] 
iojuftioe  of  taking  such  a  measure  for  any  such  service. 
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But  the  manner  in  which  the  property  is  treated  by  the  process  of 
the  law  is  a  decisive  proof  that  it  is  not  subjected  to  any  such  valu- 
ation for  any  such  purpose.  The  property  was  deposited  under  a  com- 
mission o{^  the  court,  issued  to  the  marshal,  in  the  king's  warehoases, 
under  the  king's  locks,  where  it  was  kept  agreeably  to  the  terms  of 
the  writ,  literally  taken,  under  the  legal  possession  of  the  marshal 
but  very  little  resembling  a  possession  in  fact;  for,  being  under 
the  king's  locks  for  purposes  of  revenue,  I  am  not  quite  clear 
of  the  fact  that  it  is,  during  such  time,  even  accessible  to  the  ma^ 
shal.  "When  the  property  has  been  seized  by  a  commissioned  vessel  of 
war,  either  public  or  private,  it  is  de  facto  under  the  joint  locks  of  tbc 
king  and  the  captor,  although  in  the  legal  possession  of  the  maisbil, 
according  to  the  tenor  of  his  writ.  In  the  case  of  a  droit,  where  the 
king,  in  his  office  of  admiralty,  is  the  captor,  it  is  under  his  locb 
alone.  If  an  order  comes  for  the  release  of  that  property,  either  oo 
bail  or  for  restitution,  it  is  to  be  released  to  the  party  claiming,  at  the 
expense  of  the  party  who  releases.  The  king's  ship  is  bound  to  exfr 
cute  that  order ;  the  private  ship  of  war  is  bound  to  execute  that 
order;  and  the  admiralty,  also,  is  subject  to  the  same  obligatioB 
which  is  performed  in  the  two  former  cases  by  the  agents  of  the  cap- 
tors ;  and  in  the  case  of  the  admiralty,  by  their  officer,  the  marshal,— 
in  each  case  at  their  own  particular  expense,  unless  otherwise  decreed 
by  the  court.  It  is  no  charge  upon  the  cargo  ;  the  parties 
[  *  175  ]  are  bound  to  deliver  it  in  full,  unless  the  *  court  has  specially 
decreed  that  the  expenses  of  the  captor  shall  be  a  charge 
upon  the  cargo.  On  this  supposition,  against  whom  is  the  dernand 
of  the  person  who  has  been  employed  in  the  act  of  delivering  it?— 
against  the  person  who  has  employed  him  in  that  act,  and  against 
him  only.  It  is  a  personal  demand,  totally  unconnected  with  the 
value  of  the  property  in  its  own  nature. 

Unless,  therefore,  it  can  be  shown  (which  it  certainly  cannot)  that 
this  personal  demand  must  for  some  other  reason  be  in  a  given  pro- 
portion to  the  value,  not  of  the  service  performed,  but  of  the  property 
to  w^hich  it  is  applied,  it  can  be  a  demand  only  pro  opere  el  laborer 
No  general  reasoning  supports  it  in  any  other  form.  All  general  rea- 
soning is  against  it;  all  natural  equity  is  against  it ;  unless,  therefore, 
it  can  be  shown  that  there  is  such  an  inveterate  usage,  such  a  stub- 
born habit  of  practice,  as  to  overrule  all  general  reasoning,  and  general 
equity,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  such  a  claim  is  perfectly  vision- 
ary, and  that  the  demand,  if  any,  can  be  constructed  only  pro  opert 
et  labore.  Then  how  is  that  to  be  estimated  and  by  whom  ?  In  the 
case  of  agents  of  king's  ships  or  private  ships  of  war,  it  is  settled 
by  contract,  and  mutual  agreement;  the  parties  are  volunteers  on 
both  sides.    The  maxaVval  is  not  so ;  because,  I  think,  the  Lords  of  the 
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Admiralty  are  bound  to  employ  him,  and  for  this  plain  reason,  that 
the  writ  goes,  though  not  to  the  marshal  by  name,  "yet  to  our 
officers  in  possession,"  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  he  is  to  be 
considered  as  in  legal  possession  from  the  tenor  of  the  former  writ 
He  18  therefore  necessarily  employed,  and  is  entitled  to  have  his 
remuneration  adjusted  by  this  court. 

*  Having  already  decided  that  the  principle  is  to  be  taken  [  *  176  ] 
pro  opere^  et  labore^  I  have  only  now  to  consider  the  amount. 
Having  laid  down  a  rule  for  unlivery,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that  the 
Hune  rule  would  not  be  incongruous  for  this  service  also.  But  as  the 
legistrar  and  merchants  have  merged  the  particular  consideration  of 
this  article  in  the  one  preceding,  I  am  not  sufficiently  in  possession 
of  the  facts  relating  to  the  nature  of  this  service,  so  as  to  be  enabled 
to  give  a  definitive  judgment  upon  it.  As  far  as  I  am  informed,  I 
ihoold  conceive  it  .is  not  a  specific  delivery,  but  a  mere  formal  trans- 
fer of  the  custody,  under  the  continued  possession  of  the  broker.  But 
MB  it  IS  my  wish  to  determine  this  case  not  on  its  own  individual 
merits  only,  but  on  such  grounds  as  may  serve  for  a  general  regula- 
tion in  other  cases,  I  shall  direct  the  registrar  and  merchants  to  con- 
■ider  the  nature  of  the  service  performed,  and  to  apportion  a  reward, 
with  this  provisional  direction  only,  that  they  by  no  means  found  the 
rate  of  remuneration  on  a  principle  of  percentage.  I  will  only  add  a 
request,  that  this  inquiry  ^  may  be  entered  upon  by  them,  and  ad- 
justed, as  speedily  as  the  convenience  of  the  gentlemen  employed 
arill  permit. 


•  The  Tutela,  Reintrock,  master.  [  *  177  ] 

October  29,  1805. 

,  de  factor  notorietj  of  the  fact,  sufficient  to  nflfcct  a  master  admitted  to  be  cognizant, 

without  warning  on  the  »i>ot. 

Tnis  was  a  case  of  a  Swedish  vessel  with  a  cargo  of  corn  put  on 


1  An  Appeal  being  entered  against  this  sentence  gcnerallv,  no  farther  order  has 
Men  made  oo  this  part  of  the  report 

On  n  fubMqnent  occasion,  the  Court  expressed  it:i  satliFfaction,  that  this  cause  had 
Men  Appealed,  obaer? ing,  that  it  involved  a  question  very  fit  to  bo  regulated  \>y  higher 
Mrthori^. 
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board  at  Bordeaux,  in  the  month  of  May  and  August,  1805,  and 
captured  on  the  20th  of  August,  on  a  destination  to  St  Lucar. 

The  master  had  stated  in  his  examination  "  that  he  had  heard  of 
the  blockade  of  St.  Lucar  before  he  sailed  from  Bordeaux,  that  he 
had  remonstrated  with  the  shipper  against  pursuing  bis  intended 
voyage,  but  that  the  shipper  obliged  him  to  proceed,  as  he  had  signed 
the  charter-party  before  his  knowledge  of  the  blockade." 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  This  vefssei 
had  gone  into  Bordeaux  in  April,  and  had  taken  on  board  part  of  her 
lading,  in  May,  under  a  charter-party  made  before  any  knowledge  of 
the  blockade  of  St.  Lucar  could  have  reached  Bordeaux.  She  was 
detained  under  an  embargo  till  August,  and  was  then  permitted  to 
take  on  board  the  remainder  of  her  cargo  and  proceed  on  her  voyage. 
These  are  circumstances  which  bring  the  vessel  within  the  favorable 
considerations,  which  the  court  applied  to  another  Swedish  vessel,^ 
under  a  doubt,  whether  the  blockade  of  Cadiz  and  St  Lucar  was 
known  to  the  neutral  master  at  the  time  of  sailing.  But  it  is  said 
that  the  master  has  removed  every  doubt  upon  this  question  by  bis 

own  admission,  and  that  he  is  affected  by  the  notoriety  of 
[  *  178  ]  the  fact  of  the  actual  blockade,  as  much  as  if  the  *  notice 

was  impressed  upon  him  by  a  formal  existing  notification. 
The  two  cases  are  distinguishable,  and  in  very  important  respects. 
A  blockade  de  facto  only  is  in  its  nature  an  ambiguous  measure.  It 
may  be  temporary  in  duration,  or  confined  to  military  operations 
only.  In  regard  to  blockades  of  this  species,  however  notorious,  it  is 
a  common  stipulation  in  treaties  that  vessels  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
''warning  from  the  blockading  force,"  before  they  can  be  affected 
with  the  penalty  of  violating  the  blockade.  When  a  blockade  is 
notified  by  public  declaration,  it  is  very  different  The  nature  of  the 
interdict  is  described,  it  is  proclaimed  to  be  permanent,  and  the  sub- 
jects of  neutral  nations  have  an  opportunity  of  judging,  within  what 
bounds  it  is  not  permitted  to  them  to  speculate  on  a  voyage  to  the 
blockaded  port.  All  these  topics  of  information  are  necessarily 
deficient  in  the  case  of  a  blockade  de  facto  only.  The  notoriety  that 
prevails  is  mere  rumor;  and  though  the  master  may  have  heard  of  it 
in  that  way,  if  he  is  entitled  generally  to  a  warning  on  the  spot,  bis 
impression,  which  must  necessarily  be  uncertain,  will  not  preclude 
him  from  the  benefit  of  waiting  for  more  exact  information  on  his 
arrival  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  blockaded  port     With  respect  to 


1  Hoffnung.    [6  C.Rob.  112.] 
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tlif  particular  circumstaiurs  attending  the  present  blockade,  it  is 
inipo.s:*ible  that  any  thinp;  could  be  more  anibiguou!>.  The  first 
bli>ckade  to  which  the  notitication  referred,  had  been  raised  by  the 
cumbined  ilccts,  on  tlie  lOth  April.  It  was  afterwards  resumed  by 
Ix>rd  Collingwood,  but  his  sipiadron  was  driven  oiY  by  the  appear- 
ance of  the  combined  lleets  on  their  return  to  Cadiz.  It  is  said  that 
Lord  Collingwood  arrived  ofV  Cadiz  the  Sth  June,  but  it 
•di>c^  not  appear  in  what  manner  the  blockade  of  that  port  [  *  179  ] 
and  St.  Lucar  was  recoinmciicjd,  nor  with  what  view.  In 
another  case,  The  Dispatch,  it  appeared  from  a  letter  of  Lord  Colling- 
wood, that  he  had  liberated  certain  ships  which  had  taken  in  their 
lading  >o  late  as  20tii  June,  and  as  it  is  expressed,  "  before  his  arrival, 
or  the  connnencement  of  the  blockade/'  Under  these  circumstances 
the  neutral  vessel,  sailing  in  ignorance  of  the  operations  that  were 
de?ii;ncd  to  b(*  applied  to  the  port  of  her  destination,  cannot,  without 
warning,  be  held  subject  to  the  same  penal  consequences  as  would 
have  attached,  if  the  illegality  of  the  voyage  had  been  impressed  upon 
her  by  public  notification. 

In  reply,  the  Khti^'s  Ailvoaifv,  It  is  not  disputed  that  the  blockade 
of  Cadiz  and  St.  Lucar  existe<l  at  the  time  of  sailing,  and  at  the  time 
of  capture.  The  master  himrjclf  admits  that  he  was  cognizant  of  the 
fact-  In  ther^e  circumstances  are  comprised  all  that  is  necessary  to 
aflffx't  liim  with  the  penalty  of  an  intentional  violation  of  those  rights 
of  war,  which  he  knew  to  be  actuallvin  force.  The  mode  of  coiiimu- 
nication  is  in  all  instances  ))ut  the  formal  part  of  the  general  measure; 
and  whether  proceeding  by  notification  or  by  notoriety  resulting  from 
the  lad  it.»*ell',  the  |fg:d  ellect  will  b<»  the  same.  The  master  acknow- 
ledges iiimst*U'  to  have  sailed  in  knowledge  of  the  blockade,  and  must 
be  taken  tii  be  so  far  tin!  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  ship  as  to  subject 
bid  pro|>crty  to  confiscation. 

J I  D'iMKNT. 

Sill   W.   S»:oTT.       This  case  arises  on  the  seizure  of  a 
•hip  g**ing  from  Bordeaux  to  St.  Lucar,  with   a  *  cargo  of  (  *  ISO  ] 
wheat,  which  is  claimt*d  for  the  Spaiiisli  government  under 
the  iii>tructions  of  the  1st  Februarv,  l^^Oo.     Those  in.'«tructions  con- 
laJned  an  exception  as  to  blockaded  |)orts,  and  it  was  undoubtedly  as 
incnuilient  on  the  government  of  Spain,  as  on  any  individual,  tt)  take 
care  thai  the  liberalitv  of  those  instructions  should  not  be  abused. 

■r 

Thai  there  was  a  blockade*  existing  on  the  port  of  St.  Lucar,  at  the 
time  when  tlic  vessel  sailed,  is  unrpiestionable,  and  must  have  been 
known  to  the  government  at  Madrid.     If  any  contracts  had  been  cn- 
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tered  into  for  the  supply  of  St.  Lucar,  it  became  a  duty  incumbent  on 
that  government  to  rescind  such  contracts  when  the  navigation  to 
that  port  was  interdicted.  With  respect  to  the  cargo,  it  is  impossible 
to  entertain  a  doubt  that  it  was  going  to  St.  Lucar,  and  in  violation 
of  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  instructions,  consequently  that  it  nrnst 
be  pronounced  subject  to  condemnation. 

The  only  question  is  as  to  the  ship,  which  may  stand  in  a  different 
predicament.  Whether  that  part  of  the  case  is  so  favorable  as  to 
escape  the  penalty  attaching  on  the  cargo  will  depend  on  other  prin- 
ciples. The  ship  appears  to  have  been  a  Prussian  vessel,  which  had 
been  lying  some  time  in  Bordeaux  ;  and  if  the  matter  had  rested  only 
on  the  general  notoriety  of  the  blockade  at  Bordeaux,  at  the  time,  it 
might  have  laid  a  ground  for  that  sort  of  indulgent  consideration, 
which  has  been  pressed  upon  the  court,  as  due  to  ships  lying  in  the 
enemy's  ports,  to  which  information  may  be  supposed  to  travel  with 
much  uncertainty. 

It  is  contended  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  court  will  not  press 
[  *  181  ]  too  rigidly  the  consequences  arising  from  general  *  infer- 
ence only.  If  the  case  stood  on  mere  notoriety  alone,  there 
might  be  room  for  that  kind  of  argument ;  but  there  is  a  particular 
circumstance  in  this  case  which  deprives  it  of  the  benefit  of  such 
considerations.  The  master  says,  that  he  was  informed  by  his  cor- 
respondent at  Bordeaux,  that  St.  Lucar  was  under  blockade.  He 
received  information,  therefore,  in  the  most  authentic  manner,  from 
his  correspondent  at  Bordeaux,  to  whom  he  was  referred  by  his 
owner.  And  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  blockade,  there  could 
have  been  no  more  uncertainty  as  to  the  character  of  the  blockade, 
than  as  to  the  fact ;  because  if  it  had  been  only  a  military  blockade, 
confined  to  the  exclusion  of  ships  of  war,  as  it  is  suggested  it  might 
have  been,  or  if  the  master's  impression  had  led  to  the  supposition  of 
its  being  of  that  nature,  no  objection  would  have  been  raided  against 
going  on,  as  he  must  have  imagined,  in  perfect  safety.  lie  seems  to 
have  entertained  no  doubt  upon  that  point,  but  to  have  acted  onlj 
under  an  opinion,  that  because  he  had  signed  the  charter-party  he 
was  bound  to  proceed.  I  conceive  the  law  is  not  so,  but  that  he 
would  have  been  justified  in  refusing  to  go  on.  As  in  all  other  con- 
tracts that  become  illegal,  he  might  have  protested  against  being  any 
longer  bound  by  his  charter-party.  Does  he  apply  to  his  own  consul, 
or  to  the  Courts  of  Justice  ?  If  he  had,  unless  all  the  first  principles 
of  justice  are  totally  disregarded  in  that  country,  I  cannot  suppose 
that  they  would  have  refused  to  exonerate  him  from  the  obligation  of 
his  contract,  or  that  he  would  have  been  actually  forced  out  of  port. 
He  does  not  appear  to  have  applied  for  any  such  redress.    If  he 
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had,  indeed,  it  could  not  be  held  in  this  court,  that  his  mere  engage- 
ment to  do  an  act  which  had  become  illegal,  however  inju- 
riously pressed  upon  him  by  *  the  artifices  of  the  enemy  ship-  [  *  182  ] 
per,  could  exonerate  him  from  the  penalties  consequent  upon 
it     Unless  it  could  be  maintained,  then,  that  the  ship  is  justified  by 
the  direction  of  the  employer  in  the  enemy's  country,  I  can  find  no 
principle  on  which  the  vessel  can  be  relieved.     Such  a  position  would 
be  altogether  untenable.     I  am,  therefore,  under  the  necessity  of  pro- 
nouncing, that  this  ship,  as  well  as  the  cargo,  is  subject  to  condemn- 
mtion. 


The  Gute  Erwartung,  Gay,  master.^ 

October  30,  1805. 

Blockade.  IlnTrc.  Approximntion  to  the  blocknded  port,  with  a  determination  to  ^  cloM 
in  andcr  tho  shore,  though  for  the  asserted  purpoiKS  of  taking  a  pilot  to  Caen,  not  allow* 
able. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  Lubec  ship  that  had  come  from  Oporto,  with 
an  asserted  destination  to  Caen,  but  was  captured  twenty  miles  to 
the  north-west  of  that  port,  and  about  the  same  distance  from  Havre. 
It  appeared  that  she  had  arrived  off  Cape  Barfleur,  on  the  23d  Septem- 
ber, at  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  and  had  then  stood  off  the  coast  till 
about  two  o'clock  the  next  morning,  when  she  changed  her  course, 
and  was  steering,  according  to  the  master's  evidence,  "  in  a  course 
direct  to  Havre,  and  with  an  intention  of  going  on  close  under  the 
land,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a  pilot  on  board  to  carry  him  to 
Caen." 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  the  case  of  a  ship  that  is  asserted  to  have 
been  bound  to  Caen,  and  to  have  been  proceeding  towards 
Havre  in  c|ne:«t  of  a  pilot,  to  carry  *  her  to  the  port  of  desti-  [  *  183  ] 
nation.     It  has  appeared  in  other  cascs,^  that  the  blockading 
frigates  do  permit  vessels  to  go  within  no  great  distance  of  the  shore. 


1  On  the  4th  of  Au^ru^t,  1«07,  this  case  was  hoard  before  the  Ix>rds  CommiMioncri 
of  Appeal,  and  aflirmctl,  lx'in<;  the  last  of  a  cla^ts  of  casos  of  blockade,  appealed  from 
the  Uijxh  Court  of  Admiralty,  of  which  a  list  is  prcOxeU  to  this  number. 

*  Cluutiiia  Chariotta,  supra^  p.  101. 
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for  the  purpose  of  procuring  pilots,  and  the  court  would  not  be  dis- 
posed to  draw  the  line  closer  than  they  have  done,  who  are  so  much 
better  acquainted  with  the  facilities  of  slipping  into  the  blockaded 
port,  and  with  all  the  practical  circumstances  attending  the  naviga- 
tion of  that  coast.  If  it  had  been  a  case,  therefore,  of  situation 
merely,  and  that  at  the  distance  of  about  twenty  miles  from  the  port 
of  Havre,  it  would  be  the  duty,  and  the  inclination  of  the  court,  not 
to  infer  too  rigorously,  from  that  circumstance  alone,  an  intention  of 
violating  the  blockade.  The  master  denies  that  he  had  entertained 
any  such  design,  and  states,  "  that  he  had  come  from  the  we^t,  igno- 
rant of  the  coast,  and  had  stood  off  to  avoid  the  danger  of  being 
thrown  on  a  strange  coast,  and  a  coast  of  difficult  approach,  in  the 
night,  and  that  he  was  in  quest  of  a  pilot  with  a  signal  flying."  ff 
the  situation  of  the  vessel  alone  was  to  be  considered,  I  should  be 
disposed  to  acquiesce  in  this  representation  of  his  intentions,  and  to 
decree  the  vessel  to  be  restored  on  payment  of  the  captor's  expenses. 
But  there  is  an  ulterior  circumstance  which  presents  a  more  unfavor- 
able aspect.  In  the  former  case,  the  vessel  had  continued  her  course 
close  under  the  batteries,  and  was  cut  out,  at  some  considerable  risk 
and  danger  to  the  blockading  vessel.  In  that  case  there  was  an  illegal 
intention  pursued  to  an  illegal  act,  for  a  neutral  vessel  cannot  be  per- 
mitted so  far  to  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  a  blockade,  as  to  expose 
the  force  maintaining  it  to  the  annoyance  of  the  enemy's  guns.     In 

tlie  present  instance,  the  vessel  was  at  the  distance  of  near 
[  *  184  ]  *  twenty  miles  ;  but  the  unfavorable  circumstance  to  which 

I  allude,  places  her,  in  construction  of  law,  in  the  same  situ- 
ation, which  the  other  vessel  had  actually  reached.  For  the  master 
says,  "  that  the  course  in  which  he  was  steering  would  have  carried 
him  directly  to  Havre,  and  that  he  should  have  continued  in  that 
course,  though  not  into  the  port  of  IIa\Te,  but  that  he  should  have 
gone  close  under  the  land,  and  have  taken  a  pilot  for  Caen."  Here, 
then,  we  perceive  the  same  intention,  and  in  the  course  of  being  pur- 
sued to  the  same  illegal  effect.  How  can  this  intention  be  considered 
as  innocent?  It  had  not  been  carried  so  far  as  in  the  other  case,  I 
acknowledge,  but  only  because  the  vessel  was  interrupted  before  she 
had  arrived  at  the  spot  where  the  other  ship  was  actually  taken.  It 
is  impossible  that  any  blockade  can  be  maintained,  if  such  a  practice 
is  allowed,  that  a  vessel,  under  a  destination  to  a  port  not  interdicted, 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  pursue  her  course  in  such  a  manner  as  must 
draw  the  cruiser  employed  in  that  service  under  the  range  of  the 
enemy's  batteries.  It  is  at  all  times  matter  of  regret,  that  the  pro- 
perty of  innocent  persons  should  be  exposed  to  hazard  by  the  mere 
imprudence  of  their  master ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  relax  the  principle, 
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that  the  employer  is  legally  aflected  by  the  acts  of  his  agent.  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  master  in  this  case  had  declared  an  unlawful  pur- 
pose, and  was  employed  in  pursuing  it  to  an  unlawful  act;  and  that 
the  ship  and  cargo  must  be  pronounced  subject  to  condemnation. 


•  The  Eliza  and  Katy,  Claasby.  [  '  185  ] 

October  29,  and  November  22,  1805. 
Limitation  of  Rale,  of  excluding  farther  proof  from  frand  — in  the  present  truuaction,  onlj. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  under  American  colors,  with  a  cargo  of 
tngar  and  coffee,  1,000  pipe  staves,  and  two  bales  of  cotton,  taken  on 
a  voyage  from  Philadelphia  to  Rotterdam.  Thcf  vessel  had  been 
before  brought  in  by  The  Polecat,  privateer,  but  had  been  restored  by 
consent,  and  was  proceeding  on  her  voyage  to  Rotterdam,  with  a 
sentence  of  restitution  on  board,  when  she  was  seized,  23d  September, 
1805|  by  his  Majesty's  ship  Ariadne,  and  brought  to  adjudication. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Arnold.  The 
evidence  applying  to  the  cargo  is  defective,  and  unworthy  of  credit 
It  is  a  cargo  of  colonial  produce  going  to  the  port  of  an  enemy, 
which  had  been  transshipped,  in  a  considerable  proportion,  at  Phila- 
delphia,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  boatswain,  ''  out  of  a 
schooner  just  arrived  from  Martinique."  These  circumstances  afford 
ground  of  inquiry  as  to  the  property,  and  also  as  to  the  continuity  of 
the  voyage.  But  the  conduct  of  the  master  has  been  such 
as  to  strip  the  case  of  all  support  from  his  evidence,  *  and  [  *  186  ] 
there  arc  papers  on  board,  which  more  than  sufficiently  prove 
the  owners  themselves  to  be  unworthy  of  credit  The  credit  of  the 
master  is  impeached  by  his  behavior,  at  the  time  of  seizure  by  The 
Polecat,  and  in  the  share  which  he  has  taken  in  the  fraudulent  con- 
oealment  of  papers.  It  appears  that  he  had  formed  the  design  of 
resisting,  or,  as  he  himself  expresses  it,  in  a  letter  written  by  him  on 
the  9th  September,  « if  the  wind  had  been  favorable,  we  should  have 
clapped  a  stopper  round  the  arms  and  feet  of  his  honor  the  prize- 
master,  and  have  carried  him  carefully  to  a  French  prison  in  Hol- 
land." Ills  conduct  in  the  present  instance  was  also  perfectly  con- 
formable to  these  declarations,  since  it  is  stated  in  the  affidavit  of  Mr. 
Lewis,  that  he  did  not  bring  to  until  several  shots  bad  been  fired,  and 

11  ♦ 
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that  he  afterwards  declared,  "  that  he  would  not  have  brought  to  if 
he  had  known  that  the  boat  of  The  Ariadne  had  only  three  rounds 
on  board."  It  is  admitted  now,  by  himself,  that  he  was  privy  to  t^c 
concealment  of  the  Vnost  important  papers,  a  circumstance  which  bad 
not  been  known  to  The  Polecat,  when  a  consent  to  restitution  was 
obtained.  In  consequence  of  the  disclosure  of  this  fact,  the  vessd 
was  brought  in  a  second  time  by  The  Ariadne,  and  it  is  now  dis- 
covered that  there  had  been  a  concerted  scheme  of  fraud  betweeo  the 
owners,  the  supercargo,  and  the  master,  and  that  the  conduct  of  all 
the  parties  concerned  in  the  management  of  this  transaction  was  of 
the  same  nature.  The  owners  put  on  board  bills  of  lading,  and  other 
papers,  prepared  at  Philadelphia,  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath,  to 
represent  the  returned  voyage  as  to  be  from  TenerifTe  to  New  Orleans, 
whereas  the  secret  instructions  to  the  supercargo  disclose  a  return  from 
Teneriffe  to  the  Havana.     As  to  the  supercargo,  it  is  proved 

[  •  187  ]  by  letters  *  found  on  board,  that  he  had  sent  secret  instruc- 
tions to 'the  master,  to  prepare  him  for  his  examination,  and 
that  he  had  been  endeavoring  to  suborn  a  ^  false  deposition  from  him 
by  persuading  him  to  evade  the  questions  put  to  him.  Even  the 
traces  of  the  former  history  of  the  vessel,  which  have  transpired,  dis- 
close a  habit  of  a  trade  the  most  obnoxious  and  unneutral.  Itappean 
from  the  evidence  of  the  boatswain,  "  that  the  ship  had  sailed  on  her 

last  voyage,  (as  described  in  the  7th  interrogatory,)  from  Philadelphia 
to  Giiadaloupe  with  provisions,  and  had  there  taken  on  board  seventy 
hogsheads  of  sugar,  which  she  carried  to  St.  Bartholomew,  and  from 
thence,  with  some  few  hogsheads  taken  in  there  to  Philadelphia;  that 


^  Letter  dated,  London,  4tli  September,  1805,  from  J.  White  to  the  master. 

"  If  you  should  Lave  commenced  your  examination  in  Dover,  you  "will  pay  eveiy 
attention  to  the  following  directions,  the  importance  of  which,  I  hope,  will  be  fully  im- 
pressed on  your  mind  ;  when  they  ask  you,  if  there  are  any  papers  concealed  on  board, 
you  must  say,  no,  there  are  none  that  concern  the  cargo  in  any  way  but  what  hart 
been  given  up.  If  this  answer  does  not  satisfy  them,  and  they  ask  you  the  question  a 
second  time,  you  must  say,  "  that  the  papers  that  relate  to  the  ship  and  cargo  have  aD 
been  faithfully  given  up  ;  but  that  there  are  papers  on  board  which  do  not  relate  to  the 
cargo  at  all,  which  can  be  produced  when  they  are  called  for."  But  our  secreted 
papers  you  must  not  give  up,  until  you  see  or  hear  from  me.  The  two  answers  above 
mentioned,  you  know,  we  can  freely  give  upon  oath,  because  you  know  very  well  the 
papers  we  have  stowed  away,  do  not  relate  in  any  one  way  to  the  present  cai^,  ^ 
merely  to  our  conduct  hereafter.  I  hope  you  will  be  circumspect  in  your  proceedings, 
and  not  lose  sight  of  the  cargo,  or  the  interest  our  owners  have  in  the  present  trial" 

Letter  from  Dover,  5th  September,  1805,  from  the  master,  to  Mr.  James  White. 

"  I  this  moment  received  your  favor  of  the  4th  instant,  as  to  being  examined  beie; 
I  had  made  up  my  mind  to  refuse  any  interrogation  in  Dover.  I  was  thinking  if  thej 
examined  here,  to  declare  we  have  no  more  papers  at  ail  on  board." 
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they  took  in  a  cargo  of  gunpowder  concealed  in  casks  of  bread,  two 
barrels  in  each ;  that  tlic  whole  was  cleared  out  as  provisions  for 
Dominique,  and  on  arriving  between  the  isles  of  Dominique  and 
Guadaloupe,  they  were  hailed  by  an   English  frigate,  who  informed 
them  that  they  must  not  proceed  to  Guadaloupe  as  that  port  was 
blockaded,  and  accordingly  indorsed  the  papers  of  the  ship,  but  the 
next  morning  the  frigate  being  out  of  sight,  they  ran  the  ship  into 
Guadaloupe,  and  there  delivered  the  cargo/^     The  whole  circum- 
stances of  this  transaction  present  a  case  of  almost  unparalleled  mis- 
conduct, imputable  to  all  parties.    When  there  has  been  a  suppression 
of  papers,  and  such  behavior,  on  the  part  of  the  master,  as  utterly  to 
destroy  the  effect  of  the  verification  which  he  must  be  expected  to 
give  to  his  papers,  it  is  impossible  that  the  court  can  restore ; 
and  when  all  the   parties,  even  •the  owners^  themselves  [*  188  ] 
stand  so  contaminated  with  the  preparation  of  fraud  for  the 
returned  voyage,  it  is  not  *  a  case  in  which  the  court  will  [  *  189  ] 
think  them  entitled  to  an  order  for  farther  proof. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Laurence  and  Sicabey.  It  is  unfor- 
tunate that  in  a  case  which  so  much  abounds  in  imputations  on  the 
claimants,  the  captors  also  should  have  behaved  in  a  manner  that 
cannot  fail  to  draw  on  them  the  reprehension  of  the  court.  It  appears 
that  two  of  the  seamen  belonging  to  the  American  vessel  had  left  the 
ship  at   Dover,  when    she  was   first   brought   in,  and  had  entered 


'  Ix»lter  dated  Ix)n<lun,  lOth  St^iitrmber,  1  So;*,  from  J.  White  to  Mcsi^n*.  Khoadsand 
Pent. 

**  My  examination  has  hei'n  s^o  ^tn^t,  tluit  I  w.is  obliged  to  avow  the  papcnconccali'd, 
or  be  guilty  of  {HTJury :  what  etlert  they  may  have  in  the  ca^e  reuiains  yet  to  he 
determined ;  that  i\\v*v  piipers  i«houId  be  on  btxird  is  extremely  untbrtunate,  and  U  a 
circumsitanee  tliat  need  not  havo  Ki-n.  My  reiil  in>tnu"tions  ^houId  have  U'en  verbal, 
and  the  letters  and  jViijaTs  neci"><ary  t«»  bi*  usl-iI  in  TeneriH'e,  tbni'anh'il  by  the 
many  opportnnitics  tliat  no  thmbt  have  (ilTfred  sin<-e  my  dejKirtun',  therx*  to  await  my 
arrival.  They  weri»  h»  wi-ll  siTuivd,  that  no  |H'r>on  on  earth  eonid  Ihive  diM-ovured 
tliem,  had  I  not  Wen  put  to  a  tost  which  no  one  posses^^ing  the  principles  ot' a  ehri^tiau, 
or  a  man,  eould  elude." 

The  instructions  here  rclern'd  to  wen*  afterwards  broii«»ht  in  by  the  agent  in  L<inilon, 
and  contained  a  pn»paretl  sc!»eme  of  t'raud  concerted  by  the  owner  for  the  mi>repre- 
icntatioQ  of  the  returned  voyage  Irom  Tenerilfe,  as  being  to  New  <  )rleans,  wlieii  in 
fiKt  it  waa  to  be  to  the  Havana,  with  respect  to  which  phice  the  owner  writes,  "wc 
had  tlie  satisfaction  to  see,  a  few  davs  since,  our  nmtual  friend  ^Ir.  ^larten  Madan,  of 
Havana,  with  whom  we  have  entered  into  some  iui|>ortaut  negotiations,  which  we  have 
high  expectatioDfl  of  resulting  to  mutual  advantage." 
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on  board  The  Ariadne,^  or  another  of  his  Majesty's  ships.  From 
these  men  the  captors  had  obtained  information  of  a  suspicion  of  cod- 
cealcd  papers  not  brought  forward,  but  instead  of  disclosing  it  to  the 
original  captor,  so  as  to  give  them  the  benefit  of  the  discovery,  it  was 
kept  back  till  restitution  had  passed,  with  a  hope  of  obtaining  coo- 
demnation  to  themselves.  From  one  of  these  witnesses,  the  boatswain 
of  the  original  crew,  they  have  collected  the  charge  made  against  the 
previous  conduct  of  the  vessel,  which  is  in  all  respects  irrelevant  to 
the  present  question.  But  that  witness  was  not  on  board  the  ship  at 
the  time  of  the  capture,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  examined. 

[Court.  The  captors  ought  certainly  not  to  have  produced  them 
on  the  standing  interrogatories  without  the  special  permission  of  the 
court] 

[  *  190  ]  Another  imputation  against  the  captors  is,  that  they  *  did  not^ 
bring  in  all  the  papers  which  were  put  into  their  possession, 
some  of  which  would  have  cleared  away  very  much  of  what  has  been 
imputed  to  the  claimants.  As  to  the  reproach  which  has  been  thrown 
upon  the  credit  of  the  master  and  supercargo,  it  is  to  be  recollected 
that  they  w^cre  placed  in  circumstances  of  peculiar  difficulty.  Thcj 
had  been  brought  into  this  country  just  at  the  time  when,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  many  seizures  that  had  been  made  of  American  vessels. 
a  report  had  most  erroneously  been  circulated,  especially  among  the 
Americans,  "  that  an  order  of  council  had  passed  directing  the  bring- 
ing in  of  all  American  vessels  bound  to  Holland  with  sugar  and  cof- 
fee." We  find  that  the  master  had  been  strongly  impressed  with  this 
mistaken  notion,  from  the  account  that  he  gave  of  it  in  one  of  his  let- 
ters to  his  owner ;  And  though  it  is  certain  that  the  report  was  without 
foundation,  it  cannot  be  matter  of  surprise,  if  persons  impressed  with 
such  a  belief  were  betrayed  into  some  irregularities,  with  a  view  of 
guarding  against  a  measure,  which,  if  it  had  actually  existed,  wouW 
almost  have  justified  any  conduct  that  could  be  resorted  to  for  protec- 
tion. With  this  view  some  directions  were  given  by  the  supercargo,  and 
apparently  adopted  by  the  master,  which  certainly  cannot  be  defended. 
But  as  far  as  their  credit  is  to  be  affected  by  them,  it  is  but  justice  to 
observe,  that  the  passages  relied  on  bear  an  honorable  testimony  to 
the  veracity  of  their  assertions,  when  solemnly  called  to  their  exami- 


1  It  was  denied  in  L.  Lewises  affidavit,  that  these  men  were  hired  on  board  IV 
Ariadne. 
'  A  monition  had  been  directed  against  the  prize-master  to  bring  in  all  papers^  Ac 
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nation  on  oath.     The  letters  which  refer  in  a  confidential  manner  to 
the  concealed  papers,  describe  them,  at  the  same  time,  as  papers  not 
in  the  least  degree  connected  with  the  present  voyage.  They 
are  sworn  to  be  *  instructions  for  a  future  voyage,  after  the  [  *  191  ] 
vessel  had  reached  Holland,  and  in  that  light  they  can  in  no 
manner  aflect  the  evidence  of  the  present  case.     As  little  can  the  court 
advert  to  what  is  said  to  have  been  the   conduct  of  the  vessel  on  a 
former  voyage.     There  is  nothing  to  throw  any  reasonable  doubt  on 
the  property,  or  on  the  legality  of  the  present  voyage,  except  in  the 
evidence  of  the  boatswain  and  the  other  mariner,  who  are  witnesses 
to  whom  but  little  attention  is  due.     It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  the 
coart  will  sec  no  reason  to  delay  the  restitution  of  the  ship  and  cargo, 
whicli  have  been  so  unjustly  harassed  by  the  vexatious  conduct  of  the 
captors. 

In  reply,  the  Kintr^s  Advocate  contended  —  That  there  had  been  no 
instance  in  which  the  court  had  restored  without  further  proof,  when 
the  master  had  been  guilty  of  a  suppression  of  papers,  and  prayed  that 
the  court  would  at  least  order  furtlier  proof  of  the  property. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  case  is  ripe  for  decision, 
and  that  there  is  no  necessity  for  rctjuiring  further  proof.     It  is  the 
case  of  a  ship  under  American  colors,  laden  with  West  India  produce 
taken  in  at  iSt.  Bartholomew  and   Philadelphia,  and  coming  to  Rot- 
terdam.    She  was  first  seized  by  a  privateer  and  released,  and  was 
afterwards  taken  by  the  present  captors.     Certainly,  to  seize  a  vessel 
which  h'tis  already  been  released,  and  is   sailing  with  a  copy  of  her 
restitution  on  board,  is  a  measure  to  be  practised  with  great  circum- 
spection.    There  may,  however,  be  circumstances   that  will  justify 
such  an  act;  but  it  behooves  the  second  captors  to  sec  that  they  are 
famished  with  such    as   will  supply  a  sultieient  apology. 
In  the  present  ease,  there  are  circumstances  •which  do,  I  [•192] 
think,  fully  justify  the  captors,  though  whether  they  will 
enure  to  produce  a  condemnation,  may  depend  on  other  principles. 

Upon  the  (juestion  of  property,  there  is  noToundation  for  any  parti- 
cular suspicion.  All  tlie  evidence  points  to  the  claimants  as  the  pro- 
prietors, and  I  have  heard  no  suggestion  of  any  individual,  to  whom 
the  property  is  assigned,  except  by  the  general  surmise,  that  it  may 
belong  to  persons  at  Rotterdam,  to  which  place  it  was  bound.  In 
the  papers,  which  disclo>e  the  most  disgusting  preparations  of  fraud, 
I  see  much  to  reprehend;  but  as  to  any  other  proprietors  of  this  pre- 
sent cargo  than  those  for  whom  it  is  claimed,  I  see  nothing  that  car 
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be  taken  to  indicate  any  such.  Unless  I  could  go  to  the  length  of 
holding,  that  persons  detected  in  the  meditation  of  fraud,  not  for  this 
voyage,  but  for  some  future  transaction,  are  totally  incapacitated  from 
obtaining  any  credit,  with  regard  to  the  present  transaction,  and  that 
such  a  discovery  is  sufficient  to  blow  up  every  case  in  which  they  are 
concerned,  there  is  no  grpund  on  which  I  could  pronounce  a  senteooe 
of  condemnation.  I  do  not  conceive  that  to  be  a  wholesome  rule,  on 
which  this  court  can  venture  to  proceed.  That  the  parties  have  dis- 
credited themselves,  with  respect  to  some  future  transaction,  is  not 
sufficient.  If  the  evidence  had  appeared  doubtful  on  any  question 
fairly  before  the  court,  enough  is  disclosed  in  the  conduct  of  these 
parties  to  convince  me  that  they  are  not  persons  to  whom  an  oidei 
for  farther  proof  should  be  intrusted.  But  no  such  ground  is  laid,  and 
I  cannot  conjure  up  such  a  case  on  the  mere  suggestions  of  the  ima- 
gination, founding  themselves  only  on  indications  of  a  disposition  to 
fraud. 

The  instructions  given  by  Mr.  White,  the  supercargo,  to 
[  *  193  ]  the  master,  are  unquestionably  highly  disreputable,  *  and  there 
are  strong  proofs  of  concerted  fraud,  as  to  the  ulterior  voy- 
age, on  the  part  of  the  persons  for  whom  the  claim  is  given,  but  no 
objection  has  been  raised  against  the  present  transaction,  except  as  to 
the  continuous  voyage  ;  on  which,  it  is  said,  "  that  some  parts  of  the 
cargo  had  been  recently  brought  from  Martinique,  and  that  they  were 
immediately  transshipped,  and  put  on  board  this  vessel."  But  that 
objection  is  answered  by  a  paper  on  board,  which  shows  those  sugars 
to  have  been  purchased  by  the  claimant  at  St.  Bartholomew ;  and, 
considering  the  quarter  from  which  the  imputation  comes,  I  think 
there  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  demands  of  the  court,  which  is  not 
desirous  of  extending  its  inquiry  on  questions  of  this  kind  on  slight 
grounds.  I  have  no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  pronouncing  the  restitu- 
tion of  the  ship  and  cargo. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  as  to  costs,  which  are  very  much 
within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  with  reference  to  all  the  ci^ 
cumstances  that  may  be  fairly  collected  respecting  the  conduct  of  the 
parties.  When  I  sec  that  every  person  of  any  station  of  authority 
regarding  this  ship  and  cargo,  the  master,  the  supercargo,  and  the 
owners,  are  implicated  in  the  same  intention  of  concerting  fraud 
against  the  belligerent  rights  of  this  country,  and  that  the  measures 
adopted  for  that  purpose  have  been  the  cause  of  bringing  this  case 
a  second  time  to  adjudication,  I  think  it  is  a  case  that  justifies  me  in 
holding  out  this  wholesome  lesson  to  neutrals,  that  persons  condact- 
ing  themselves  in  such  a  manner,  shall  be  made  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  costs.     Something  has  been  said  of  the  affidavit  of  the  piix^ 
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master,  to  which,  I  understand,  a  suflicient  answer  can  be 
given.     If  he  exonerates  himself  *  from  the  imputation  of  [  *  1945 
withholding  the  papers  now  given  up,  I  shall  consider  the 
captors  to  be  entitled  to  their  full  costs  in  this  case. 
Restored. 


The  Falcon,  Atkins. 

Novcmltcr  I,  1805. 

Defective  condemnation,  hy  Consular  Courts,  how  supplied  by  .sentence  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 

at  Paris. 

This  was  a  case  on  the  claim  of  the  Briti.sh  proprietor  of  a  vessel, 
which  had  been  captured  by  the  French,  2d  June,  1803,  and  con- 
demned in  a  French  Consular  Court,  at  L<*ghorn,  and  sold  under  the 
authority  of  that  sentence  to  a  Mr.  Styles,  the  American  consul  in 
France.  The  vessel,  after  that  eonver.Mon,  was  condemned  on  a 
lehcaring,  in  the  nature  of  an  appeal,  in  the  "  Conseil  des  IVises,"  at 
Pari:>,  20  March,  1800.  It  appeared  that  the  first  purchaser  under 
sentence  of  the  Consular  Court,  had  taken  the  vessel  to  New  Orleans, 
and  had  returned  with  her  to  Bordeaux,  December,  180-i,  when  she 

was  transferred  to  Mr.  1) ,  and  by  him  to  Mr.  Lovel,  on  behalf 

of  bis  brother,  the  present  proprietor,  a  person  resident  in  America. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kinii^'s  Advocate  observed  —  That 
the  captors^  case  was  contined  chiefly  to  the  claim  as  asserted  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Lovel  —  and  contended  that,  if  the  property  of  the  vessel  was 
vested  in  him,  there  were  letters  on  board  which  showed  that  he  was 
not  entitled  to  be  considered  as  a  citizen  of  America  ;  since  he  appeared 
by  his  own  expressions  to  have  repented  of  having  settled  in  America, 
and  to  have  projected  a  change  of  re!?idence,  with  a  view  of  employ- 
ing himself  personally  as  a  trader  between  New  Orleans  and  Bor- 
deaux. 

•  On  the  part  of  the  British  owners,  Arnold.     The  original  [ '  l[)o  ] 
proceedings  in  the  court  at  Leghorn  must  be  admitted  to  be 
invalid,     it  will  appear  from  the  contents  of  the  paper,  now  exhibited, 
that  the  process  before  the  Conseil  des  Prises,  which  is  supposed  to 
Jiave  remedied  the  defect  of  the  original  sentence,  can  have  no  such 
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effect.     The  ship  and  cargo  were  condemned  at  Leghorn,  and  an 
appeal  was  lodged  as  to  the  cargo,  but  no  appeal  was  entered  as  to 
the  ship ;  neither  does  there  appear  to  have  been  any  writ  of  evoca- 
tion, as  it  is  called,  from  the  Conseil  des  Prises,  to  draw  the  original 
question  as  to  the  ship  before  that  court     The  proceedings  were  con- 
ducted throughout  as  upon  appeal,  in  which  the  effect  of  the  sentence 
of  the  Superior  Court  must  be  limited  to  the  question  appealed.    The 
case  went  entirely  upon  the  cargo ;  and  the  report  of  the  officer  of  the 
court  details  very  explicitly  the  nature  of  those  proceedings.     It  states, 
"  that  the  Conseil  des  Prises  has  rendered  the  following  decision  be- 
tween the  captain  of  the  privateer  and  the  claimants  of  the  carga" 
The  cargo  alone  is  mentioned.     The  expressions  used  in  the  process 
seem  to  imply  that  the  sentence  at  Leghorn,  as  to  the  ship,  was  pro- 
perly given  according  to  the  principles  held  in  France,  respecting 
prize  jurisdiction,  and  that  it  was  not  a  subject  for  the  consideration 
of  the  Conseil  des  Prises.     Since  the  person  drawing  up  the  official 
report,  observes,  "  in  acknowledging  that  the  commissary  was  com- 
petent to  pronounce  upon  the  validity  of  the  seizure  of  the  vessel,  on 
account  of  her  quality  of  enemy,   I   observe  that  he  should  have 
abstained  from  pronouncing  upon  the  cargo  as  soon  as  there  was  a 

clai  m  for  the  same."     Then  the  conseil  proceeds  to  pronounce 
[  *  196  J  a  sentence  *of  condemnation  against  the  ship,^  though  there 

was  no  appeal  on  that  part  of  the  consular  sentence  before 
the  court.  This  was  evidently  an  excess  of  jurisdiction.  The  instru- 
ment in  its  title  purports  to  relate  to  the  cargo  only,  and  it  is  not  the 
accidental  and  informal  introduction  of  the  ship  in  the  sentence,  that 
can  be  taken  to  operate  as  a  regular  and  competent  sentence  of  con- 
demnation. A  further  ground  of  defect  is,  that  even  if  there  was  no 
objection  to  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  as  founded 
on  the  manner  of  proceeding,  still  the  ship  which  was  the  subject  of 
this  sentence  was,  at  the  time,  not  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  The  vessel  had  been  sold,  and  was  lying  in  the  port  of  Bordeaui, 
after  having  performed  her  first  voyage,  in  the  character  of  an  Ameri- 
can ship,  under  American  colors,  and  with  an  American  pass  on 
board.  It  is  still  undetermined '-^  before  the  Court  of  Appeal,  in 
The  Heiiric  and  Maria,  Baar,  whether  it  is  not  essential  to  a  valid 


^  *'  The  council,  without  attending  to  the  decision  of  the  Commissary-General  of  Coo* 
mercial  Uclations  at  Leghorn,  30th  Thermidor,  11th  year,  declare  good  andTalidtte 
prize,  and  adjudge  the  said  ship  The  Falcon,  together  with  her  freight  that  migbi  be 
due  to  the  English  captain,  to  the  captor." 

^  Since  determined,  supra,  p.  138. 
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condemnation,  that  there  should  be  a  sentence  of  a  competent  court, 
sitting  within  the  country  of  the  enemy,  and  pronounced  on  the  sub- 
ject-matter situated  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  country.  In  this 
case,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  ship  was  subject  to  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  court,  at  the  time,  though  lying  at  Bordeaux.  What- 
ever might  be  the  effect  of  the  sentence  of  the  Conseil  des  Prises,  in 
other  cases,  it  can  have  no  operation  on  a  title  which  was  conveyed 
away  from  the  French  captor,  before  any  valid  condemnation  had 
passed. 

•  On  the  part  of  the  neutral  purchaser,  Laurence  argued  [  *  197  ] 
to  the  effect  of  the  observations  stated  in  the  judgment  as 
the  ground  of  the  sentence,  and  which  it  is,  therefore,  needless  to 
report  in  detail. 

Judgment. 
Sib  W.  Scott.  This  question  has  arisen  on  the  capture  of  a 
ship  which  was  originally  a  British  vessel,  captured  by  the  enemy  on 
the  2d  June,  1803,  and  taken  to  Leghorn,  where  some  proceedings 
were  had  before  the  French  consul,  which  this  court,  under  the 
decisions  which  have  passed  here,  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  would 
certainly  not  sustain.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  was  transferred 
under  the  authority  of  a  sentence  so  obtained  to  a  Mr.  Styles,  and  by 
him  derived  to  the  present  claimant.  Some  objection  is  taken  to  the 
national  character  of  the  claimant ;  but  a  preliminary  point  is  offered 
to  consideration,  whether  the  documents,  which  are  now  produced  as 
farther  proof  in  his  behalf,  by  Mr.  Lovel,  the  brother  resident  in  Bor- 
deaux, can  be  admitted.  lie  is,  it  seems,  invested  with  the  charac- 
ter of  the  American  consul  at  Bordeaux ;  and  certain  it  is,  that  an 
American  consul,  resident  in  France,  is  subject  to  all  the  disabilities 
of  a  French  merchant,  as  to  the  power  of  becoming  a. claimant  in 
this  court;  but  he  is  not,  on  that  account,  necessarily  disabled  from 
introducing  evidence  before  the  court,  for  the  alien  enemy  is  not 
generally  disabled  as  a  witness,  and  the  cases  of  exception  are  few. 
Mr.  L.  is  in  this  country  at  the  present  time,  and  if  the  documents 
which  are  offered  to  be  produced  from  him  on  behalf  of  his  brother 
are  in  substance  satisfactory,  I  should  be  sorry  to  send  this  case 
across  the  Atlantic,  to  have  the  same  proof  returned  imme- 
diately from  the  claimant  himself.  I  *  am  not  disposed,  [  *  19S  J 
therefore,  to  sustain  the  objection  to  the  competency  of  this 
gentleman,  and  I  am  as  little  disposed  to  sustain  the  objection  to  the 
national  character  of  the  claimant  himself,  because  the  mere  intention 
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to  settle  in  France,  as  a  French  merchant,  cannot  be  held  to  clothe 
him  intermediately  with  the  French  character,  and  to  deprive  him  of 
the  right  of  being  considered  at  the  present  time  as  an  American 
merchant. 

I  shall,  therefore,  dismiss  these  objections,  and  proceed  to  what  is 
the  main  question  in  the  case,  the  validity  of  the  title  of  conderoDt- 
tion  under  which  the  property  has  been  acquired.     The  fact  that  the 
ship  had  been  a  British  prize  did  not  appear  in  the  original  evidence^ 
but  it  is  now  disclosed,  on  farther  proof,  that  she  had  been  carried 
into  Leghorn,  where  the  French  consul  assumed  a  jurisdiction,  and 
passed  a  sentence  of  condemnation  on  the  ship  and  cargo.     If  the 
matter  had  rested  there,  on  the  validity  of  the  consular  sentence  at 
Leghorn,  this  courts  under  its  former  decisions,  which  have  beea 
affirmed  in  the  Superior  court,  would  not  have  held  that  title  to  be 
sufficient.     But  there  has  been  also  a  sentence  of  the  Conseil  dee 
Prizes  at  Paris.     Everybody  knows  that  the  state  of  the  Freocb 
prize   courts   has   been,   as   it  is  described  here,  extremely  vaciUai- 
ing  during  the  turbulent  times,  of  which  we  have  had  the  misfcv- 
tune  to  be  witnesses.     From  the  papers  that  have  been  introduced, 
we  may  collect  that  the  Conseil  des  Prises  at  Paris,  as  now  consti- 
tuted, is  a  court  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  also  a  court  of  appeal 
It  exercises  a  power  of  evocation,  by  which  it  can  call  before  it 
causes  from  the  inferior  courts,  which  appear  to  exercise  but 
[  •  199  ]  a  very  limited  jurisdiction.     From  the  sentence  in  the  *  Con- 
sular Court  at  Leghorn  there  was  an  appeal  on  the  part  of 
the  claimant  of  the  cargo  to  the  court  at  Paris,  and  the  sentence  of 
that  court  describes  the   proceedings   to   have  been  "  between  the 
claimant  of  the  cargo  and  the  captor."     It  is,  in  argument^  attempted 
to  be  inferred  from  hence,  that  there  has  been   a   total  defect  of 
authority  over  the  vessel,  in  that  court,  because  it  was  not  made  a 
part  of  the. appeal,  and  was,  as  it  is  now  contended,  improperly 
included  in  the  sentence,  when  there  were  no  parties  sustaining  that 
interest  before  the  court.     But  I  am  to  recollect  who  the  persons  are 
from  whom  the  objection  comes.     They  are  British  subjects,  who 
could  have  no  persona  standi  there,  and  could  not  have  been  parties 
to  the  proceedings,  either  in  the  court  of  Leghorn  or  Paris,  without 
stating  themselves  out  of  court.     It  was  impossible  that  the  proceed- 
ings could  be  otherwise  conducted ;  and,  therefore,  I  cannot  think 
that  the  absence  of  the  parties,  which  is  urged  as  a  fundamental 
defect,  is  material  in  such  a  case.     It  is  nothing  more  than  what 
takes  place  here  in  cases  of  common  condemnations,  which  do  not 
rest  solely  on  the  effect  of  the  monition,  but  pass  on  a  view  of  the 


HIGH  COURT  OF    ADMIRALTY.  200 

Tho  Falcoo.    6  C.  Rob. 


evidence  of  the  case.  The  enemy  proprietor  is  necessarily  absent  by 
operation  of  law,  and  yet  the  sentence  is  completely  valid,  as  well 
against  him  as  against  all  the  world. 

It  is  said,  that  the  court  at  Leghorn  is  admitted  in  the  report  of 
the  proceedings  at  Paris,  to  have  had  competent  jurisdiction  over  the 
ship,  and  therefore  that  it  did  not  properly  come  before  the  Conseil 
des  Prises,  to  have  passed  a  sentence  upon  it.  The  expression  of  the 
officer  of  the  court  who  drew  up  the  report,  does  not,  I 
*  think,  amount  to  more  than  a  statement  of  his  opinion.  [*200] 
The  expression  in  the  originaP  is  not  more  than  hypotheti- 
cal. Leaving  that  out  of  the  question,  what  is  the  inference  that  we 
must  draw  from  the  course  of  the  proceedings  at  Paris  ?  The  case 
goes  on  upon  the  evidence  of  all  the  papers,  relative  to  the  capture, 
and  finally  that  court  pronounces  a  sentence  of  condemnation  on  the 
•hip,  and  a  sentence  of  restitution^  of  the  cargo.  It  must  be  in- 
ferred, I  think,  from  this  instrument,  that  the  court  below  had 
exceeded  its  jurisdiction  ;  that  the  Superior  Court  was  competent  to 
entertain  the  question,  and  that  it  did  proceed  regularly  and  pro- 
perly, as  well  upon  the  s»hip  as  upon  the  cargo. 

But  another  objection  has  been  raised  which  it  is  also  necessary  to 
consider.  It  is  said  that  the  claimant,  having  purchased  under  the 
original  sentence,  cannot  cure  the  defect  of  that  title  by  a  subsequent 
sentence,  passed  after  many  changes  of  property,  and  when  the  vessel 
herself  was  no  longer  amenable,  as  a  subject  of  prize  proceedings,  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  belligerent  country.  I  cannot  accede  to  that 
position.  In  our  own  courts  it  happens  unavoidably,  as  to  ships 
taken  in  the  East  Indies,  that  long  before  the  case  comes  to  adjudi- 
cation, the  property  may  have  passed  to  other  hands.  If  the  title  is 
impeached  before  the  sentence  takes  place,  it  may  be  vitiated ;  but 
when  a  valid  sentence  comes,  it  must  be  considered  as  operating 
retroactively,  so  as  to  rehabilitate  the  former  title.  In  this  case,  a 
valid  sentence  has  confirmed  the  title  before  any  objection  had  been 
taken  to  it,  and  that  title,  derived  from  the  original  purchaser,  has  been 
properly  conveyed  to  the  neutral  claimant  I  shall,  therefore,  direct 
this  vessel  to  be  restored  to  him. 


1  Supra,  page  195.  *  Sec  reaaoni  af  noticed,  nipro,  page  30. 
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[  •  201  ]  •  The  Maria,  Monses,  master. 

November  20,  1805. 

Blockade.  Goods  shipped  in  The  Jade,  having  been  preyiously  sent  in  lighten  from  the 
blockaded  port,  and  under  charter-party,  with  the  ship,  proceeding  also  from  the  blockaded 
port  in  ballast  to  take  them  on  board.^  Penalty  relieved,  in  this  instance,  by  special  relix* 
ation  as  to  the  trade  of  Bremen,  &c. 

This  was  a  case  on  the  blockade  of  the  Weser,  relating  to  a  cargo 
which  had  been  sent  from  Bremen,  in  lighters,  to  the  Jade,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  shipped  for  America,  under  a  charter-party  made  at 
Bremen.  The  vessel  had  gone  from  the  Weser  to  the  Jade  in  ballast, 
and,  having  taken  on  board  the  cargo,  sailed  from  thence,  on  the  12th 
August,  1805,  and  was  captured  in  the  North  Sea,  15th  August. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence  con- 
tended —  That  the  cargo  had  been  exported  from  Bremen  on  the 
the  present  voyage,  in  violation  of  the  blockade  of  the  Weser;  that 
although  some  relaxation  had  been  granted  to  the  private  coasting 
trade  of  that  river,  it  could  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  the  permis- 
sion of  foreign  trade,  which  would,  in  fact,  frustrate  and  defeat  the 
whole  object  of  the  blockade. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Arnold  and  Robinson  argued  upon 
the  nature  of  the  blockade  which  had  been  imposed,  rather  with  a 
view  of  counteracting  the  effects  of  the  possession,  which  the  enemy 
had  assumed  of  the  banks  of  the  Weser,  than  with  any  intention  of 
restraining  the  commerce  of  Bremen  ;  and  contended,  that  under  the 
equitable  construction  which  the  court  would  be  inclined  to  adopt, 
the  circumstances  of  this  transaction  could  not  be  held  to  contravene 
the  terms  of  the  relaxation  that  had  been  allowed.    The 
[  •  202  ]  goods  had  passed  in  lighters,  as  they  *  were  permitted  to 
pass.     And  when    they   had   thus  been   cleared  from  the 
restriction  of  the  blockaded  port,  it  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
operations  of  blockade  to  consider  what  might  be  the  ulterior  desti- 
nation.    A  case,  in  some  degree  analogous  to  the  present,  had  hap- 
pened, during  the  late  war,  relative  to  the  blockade  of  Amsterdam. 
Goods  had  been  ordered  at  Amsterdam,  and  forwarded  as  part  of  the 


^  [See  the  Ocean,  3  C.  Rob.  297,  note.] 
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foreign  commerce  of  that  place,  by  an  interior  communication  to 
Rotterdam,  where  they  were  put  on  board  the  ship ;  but  the  court 
was  disposed  to  consider  the  moment  of  their  connection  with  the 
ship  as  the  commencement  of  their  outward  voyage,  and  accordingly 
restored  the  cargo  as  not  coming  within  the  description  of  goods 
exported  from  Amsterdam  in  violation  of  the  blockade  of  that  port, 
[2  Adm.  Rep.  p.  116.]  By  parity  of  reasoning,  the  goods,  in  this 
instance,  had  come  from  Bremen,  in  a  mode  not  inconsistent  with 
the  permission  which  had  been  granted.  They  were  not  obstructed 
on  that  passage  by  the  blockading  force,  but  were  seized  in  an  ulte- 
rior part  of  their  voyage,  by  a  vessel  in  no  manner  connected  with 
the  blockading  service.  A  reference  was  then  made  to  the  permis- 
sion lately  granted  to  the  merchants  of  Bremen  to  carry  on  a  com- 
munication with  the  Jade,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  terms  ^  of 
the  permission,  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  terms  in  which  the 
petition  was  framed,  amounted  to  a  relaxation  of  this  extent,  and 
for  the  purposes  of  foreign  commerce. 

■ 

•  Judgment.  [  *  203  ] 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship  was  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
Varel  to  America,  having  on  board  a  cargo  that  had  been  sent  from 
tlie  Weser  to  the  Jade,  in  lighters,  and  there  transshipped.  And  it 
is  contended  that  this  being  the  carrying  of  goods  sent  expressly  from 
Bremen,  for  the  purpose  of  being  exported,  in  the  course  of  the  foreign 
commerce  of  that  port,  would  be  a  violation  of  the  blockade  which 
has  been  imposed  on  the  river  Weser.  I  have  had  frequent  occasion 
to  observe  how  severely  the  neutral  cities  connected  with  the  Weser 
and  the  Elbe  are  pressed  upon  by  the  blockade  of  those  rivers.  At 
the  same  time  it  is  my  duty  to  apply  to  those  operations  of  blockade, 
the  principles  that  belong  to  that  branch  of  the  law  of  nations  gene- 
rally, and  by  which  only  such  measures  can  be  maintained.  The 
principles  themselves  cannot  differ;  although  it  will  undoubtedly  be 
the  disposition  of  the  court  to  alleviate  the  situations  of  those  towns 
as  much  as  possible,  by  attending  to  any  distinctions  that  can  be  ad- 
vanced in  their  favor,  not  incouisistent  with  the  sound  construction  of 
the  geneml  principles  of  law.  A  blockade  imposed  on  the  Weser 
must  in  its  nature  be  held  to  aflcct  the  commerce  of  Bremen ;  because 
if  the  commerce  of  all  the  towns  situated  on  that  river  is  allowed,  it 
would  be'  only  to  say,  in  more  indirect  language,  that  the  blockade 


'  As  the  import  of  the  terms  of  the  petition  is  particularly  noticed  in  tho  judgment, 
this  part  of  the  argument  is  not  extended. 
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itself  did  not  exist.  It  cannot  be  doubted,  then,  on  general  principles, 
that  these  goods  would  be  subject  to  condemnation,  as  having  been 
conveyed  through  the  Weser ;  and  whether  that  was  effected  in  large 
vessels  or  in  small,  would  be  perfectly  insignificant.     That  they  were 

brought  through  the  mouth  of  the  blockaded  river,  for  the 
[  *  204  ]  purpose  of  being  shipped  for  exportation,  *  would  subject 

them  to  be  considered  as  taken  on  a  continued  voyage,  and 
as  liable  to  all  the  same  principles  that  are  applied  to  a  direct 
voyage,  of  which  the  terminus  a  quo,  and  the  terminus  ad  quern  are 
precisely  the  same,  as  those  of  the  more  circuitous  destination.  The 
case  which  has  been  referred  to,  is,  in  this  respect,  very  different,  be- 
cause there  the  communication  had  been  by  inland  navigation,  which 
was  in  no  manner,  and  in  no  part  of  it,  subject  to  the  blockade.  H 
therefore,  nothing  had  passed  between  the  government  of  this  county 
and  the  city  of  Bremen,  it  appears  to  me  that  these  goods  would  be 
subject  to  condemnation,^  and  that  I  should  be  unable  to  distinguish 
the  port  of  Bremen  from  any  other  place  liable  to  the  general  opera- 
tions of  a  blockade. 

But  a  communication  has  passed  on  this  subject  between  the 
government  of  this  country  and  the  city  of  Bremen,  which  may  be  of 
a  nature  to  furnish  the  rule  that  is  to  govern  this  particular  case, 
and  to  supersede  the  general  principal  of  law.  It  is  proper,  therefore, 
that  the  res^ult  of  that  negotiation  should  be  carefully  examined,  that 
we  may  judge  what  was  asked,  and  what  was  conceded.  I  confer 
it  does  appear  to  me  that  the  passages  which  have  been  cited  in  their 
natural  sense  apply  to  the  external  commerce.  The  object  of  the  ap- 
plication is  stated  to  be,  "  to  prevent  the  remaining  commerce  from 
being  transferred  to  the  city  of  Embden."    What  commerce  must  we 

suppose  to  be  meant  ?     Not  merely  the  little  commerce  of 
[  *  205  ]  *  Varel,  but  the  remaining  portion  of  the  maritime  commerce 

of  Bremen.  Again  it  is  represented,  "  that  the  land  carriage 
between  Bremen  and  Varel  is  impracticable ;  that  English  vessels, 
consigned  to  Bremen,  had  arrived  in  the  Jade  under  convoy."  These 
terms  seem  to  have  pointed  out  to  the  notice  of  the  statesman  to 
whom  they  were  addressed,  that  the  object  of  the  petitioners  was  to 
obtain  permission  that  the  importation  and  exportation  of  the  foreign 
commerce  of  the  city  of  Bremen  might  be  carried  on  in  this  manner. 


1  On  this  principle.  In  The  Charlotte  Sophia,  MoUer,  ship  and  cargo  condemned, 
'20th  November,  1806.  Voyage  from  Tonningen  to  Algesiras,  with  goods  shipped  it 
Tonningen,  but  having  been  sent  in  lighters  from  Uambui^,  under  charter-partfi 
with  the  ship,  proceeding  also  in  ballast  from  Hamburg,  that  they  should  be  so  shipped 
for  Spain,  &c. 
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Tho  Jrttcr  tluMi  states,  "  that  the  river  Jado  was  not  safe,  that  there 
wcrr  not  sullirient  warrhonscs  to  store  tho  goods,  and  that  it  was 
neces-iary  that  they  >hould  be  forwarded  as  expeditiously  as  possible 
to  Bremen/'  These  are  eertainly  expil^sions  whieh  very  mueli  repel 
the  more  limited  interpretation  to  whieh  the  permission,  eonsidered 
separately,  and  by  itself,  might  be  liable.  There  is  another  passage 
aUo  of  material  importanee,  whieh  states,  ^^  that  these  lighters  are  too 
small  and  too  sliglit  to  venture  into  the  open  sea ;  that  they  ean  only 
coast  along  the  shore;  that  they  proeeed  direet  from  Bremen  to  Varcl 
without  resorting  to,  or  touohing  at  the  eountry  oecupied  by  the 
Frrneh,  so  that  no  abuse  being  possible  to  be  made  of  these  vessels 
or  banjues,  the  eity  of  Bremen  is  the  more  induced  to  hope,  &:c.,  jcc." 
From  this  representation  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  two  abuses  pro- 
posed to  the  British  government  as  not  likely  to  occur,  are  the  direct 
oommunic-ation  with  Bremen  by  ships  from  sea,  and  the  touching  on 
the  parts  of  the  coast  oecupied  by  the  French.  These  conseciuences, 
they  say,  could  not  happen ;  and  that  representation  is  material,  I 
think,  in  fixing  the  interpretation  of  that  admonition  against  abuse, 
which  is  contained  in  the  answer  of  the  British  government; 
which  'informs  them,  'Mhat  due  attention  has  been  paid  to  [  *  20G  J 
the  ref|uest  signilied  tj  Lord  Ilarrowby  in  several  notes 
fruin  Mr.  (i.  on  the  part  of  the  town  of  Bremen,  that  lighters  might 
be  allowed  to  navigate  between  the  rivers  Jade  and  Weser.  That 
orders  Iwd  hrvu  given  to  his  .Majesty's  ships  employed  in  the  block- 
ad«'  of  the  l.UtiT,  tt)  permit  the  passage  of  ligiiters  (really  coming 
wiihiii  that  description,  and  laden  with  innocent  and  neutral  cargoes) 
to  pass  and  repass  over  the  shallows  between  Varel  ami  HremtMi. 
Ttia:  his  Majesty  trusts  that  can^  will  l)e  taken  that  this  permission 
in:iy  nut  be  abused  or  any  advantage;  takiMi,  whieh  would  compel 
him  to  revert  to  all  the  strictness  of  the  blockade.*' 

Wiien  I  see  that  the  permis>ion  was  asked  without  any  (pialiliea- 
lion  whatever,  and  that  nothing  is  said  in  the  answer  that  lay.^  any 
lei'trif-tion  on  the  foreign  eommerce  of  Jiremen,  but  only  provides 
aiTiiiist  abuses,  which  must  be  understood  to  mean  those  stated  in 
the  application,  1  am  of  opinion  that  tiie  merchants  of  Bremen  are 
ju^tiiicd  in  the  interpretation  whieh  they  have  put  on  this  iiidulgenee. 
How  far  it  may  affect  the  general  purpi)ses  of  the  blockade  it  is  not 
for  me  to  consider.  It  might  perhaps  appear,  that  the  object  of  the 
blockade  would  be  almost  entirely  frustrateii  by  such  concessiiui.  If 
it  should  be  found  to  do  m>,  the  mischief  must  be  remedied  by  >up* 
plementary  provisions.  But  when  1  look  to  the  communication,  in 
which  the  thing  is  asked  in  terms  whieh  manife^tly  point  to  this  kind 
of  tmdei  and  the  answer  appears  to  grant  the  permission  in  the  terms 
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of  the  petition,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  claimants  were  justified  in 
the  particular  trade  which  they  have  been  carrying  on,  and  that  they 
arc  entitled  to  the  restitution  of  this  property,  on  payment  of  the 
captors'  expenses.  ^ 


[•207]  •  INSTANCE   COURT. 

Vanguard,  Pince,  master. 

November  22,  1805. 

Suit  for  wages,  ex  turpi  contractu^  not  sustained.^    Violation  of  Slave  Trade  Acts,  Ac  (If* 

norance  of  the  law  held  to  be  no  excuse.] 

This  was  a  case  on  petition  for  the  recovery  of  wages  and  the 
privilege  of  three  slaves,  alleged  to  be  due  to  W.  Taylor,  for  his 
services  on  board  the  vessel,  in  the  capacity  of  mate,  during  a  voyage 
from  Liverpool  to  the  West  Indies,  and  back  to  Liverpool,  under 
a  contract  of  the  2d  September,  1802. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners,  Swabey  contended  —  That  the  nataie 

of  the  contract  under  which  the  wages  are  alleged  to  be  due,  was  in 

violation  of  the  several  acts  of  parliament  passed  for  the 

[  "208  ]  regulation  of  the  slave  trade.^     The  petition  ^  states  'that 

this  person   hired  himself  to  serve  as  mate,  and  also  as 


1  [Sec  The  St.  Jago  Do  Cuba,  9  Wheat  409  ;  Tlie  Leander,  Edw.  35  ;  The  Lai^ 
don  Chevcs,  2  Mason,  58;  The  Benjamin  Franklin,  6  C.Rob.  350;  The  Malti, 
2  Ilagg.  Ad.  R.  158.] 

3  30  G.  3,  c.  33,  and  former  acts. 

3  "  That  it  was  farther  agreed  between  him  the  said  John  Pince,  and  the  said  Wil- 
liam Taylor,  that  he,  the  said  William  Taylor  should  act  as  the  ostensible  master  of  tke 
said  ship  Vanguard,  in  the  clearing  her  out  from  the  said  port  of  Liverpool,  and  until 
she  should  sail  therefrom,  when  he,  the  said  John  Pince,  the  real  master,  was  to  take 
the  command  of  the  said  ship,  and  for  such  additional  service  it  was  acn'ced  on  the  put 
of  the  said  John  Pince,  the  master,  that  he  would  pay  the  said  William  Taylor,  tfce 
sum  of  fifty  pounds,  exclusive  of  what  was  agreed  as  aforesaid  to  be  paid  him  for  ha 
service  as  mate  on  board  the  said  ship.  That  the  said  William  Taylor  in  or  aboat  th 
beginning  of  the  said  month  of  September,  1802,  ostensibly  assumed  the  commaad  of 
the  said  ship,  as  the  master  thereof,  and  cleared  her  out  as  such,  and  continned  to  ad 
in  the  pretended  capacity  of  master  of  her,  until  on  or  about  the  15th  day  of  the  moiitl 
of  October  following,  when  the  said  ship  sailed  from  Liverpool,  on  her  said  intended 
Toyage,  and  for  tho  performance  of  such  service  ho  duly  received  tho  said  sum  of  fi^ 
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ostensible  nias^tcr  durin*^  tlie  outfit  of  tlit*  vessel.  Whereas  the  law 
requires  the  n?al  master  of  ii  shive  vessel  to  be  acting  in  his  own  cha- 
raeter,  to  take  upon  hini  tlie  several  obligations  imposed  by  the  slave 
acts,  under  the  sanction  of  an  oath.  This  person,  in  contravention 
of  all  those  salutary  provisions,  must  have  taken  a  false  oath  as  mas- 
ter,  though  he  was  really  the  mate  of  the  vessel;  he  cannot  then*fore 
be  permitted  to  set  up  a  service  under  such  a  contract,  in  violation  of 
an  act  of  parliament,  as  the  foundation  of  any  claim  in  a  court  of 
law. 

In  support  of  the  petition,  Adams  argued  —  That  there  was  no 
clause  in  the  act  which  expressly  prohibited  the  use  of  cleannces  of 
this  descri|)tion ;  and  that  it  was  no  part  of  the  present  suit  to  recover 
the  money  due  for  that  extra  service.  That  the  mate  alleged  a  hiring 
and  service  as  mate,  and  had  ma<le  out  a  case,  which  at  least  entitled 
the  petition  to  lie  admitted.  Tiiat  if  he  had  been  guilty  of  any 
misconduct  in  respect  to  his  employment  as  master,  it  was  not  an 
objection  to  be  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  for  whose  benefit 
and  convenience  only  such  an  irregularity  could  have  been  com- 
mitted. 

Ill  reply,  Siciilfci/  (»bservt'd  —  That  though  the  act  of  par- 
liament did  not  spcciti(  ally  |>rohii>it  the  artitice  *  or  fraud  [' 209  ] 
whirii  had  been  conunittcd  in  this  case,  it  contained  provis- 
ions ^  which  rendiTed  it  impossible  that  the  mate  could  have  acted 


prnml*.  •n  .v  nforcsaiil  aL'n'«M|  to  )»«•  paiil  liiiii  for  the  sinu*.  ami  that  the  !*;uil  William 
Ta>:"r.  »hiUt  .ii  tiii;;as  tin*  prrtrmii'il  iii;istiT  ot'tlu*  siitl  ."hip  lor  llu*  jiur|»oso  arnrv'Siid, 
di'i  •  jn  tilt*  ii'iial  ohiii*-  artii -!«■.<«  i>r  inaniicr*-*  frm tract  n^  iiici>t4T  thi-rcoff  alth(iii;:h  he 
V&4  «ri1%-  ••-tt-ii-iMv  Mi'-h,  aii-l  wa<i  in  the  truth  ami  fart  only  i-hii*f  mate  of  the  r^d 

tkup.' 

•  l\\  r."  C ;»■•».  ".  1'.  3;J,  tin*  si'wiuh  ilaii-<'  <if  tin*  a<'t,  It  is  i*nart(Ml,  That  from  ami 
■ft#-f  fh»*  fir-f  flay  <if  ,\iij:u*f.  1  7l«o.  it  .-hall  i»ot  hv  lawful  tor  iiiiy  jM-rsoii  to  InTomt'  a 
A&o-  r.  nr  ti»  L'lkc  or  ha\r  the  ('(niiiuainl  or  charge  of  any  sufh  >hip  or  vcsst'l.  at  the 
Ub^  hf  •luill  tli-ar  rmt  f'rum  any  |Mir(  of  (irvat  ISritain,  tiir  piin-ha>in;r  ami  carrying 
tUii-«  fnmi  the*  <''i.'i*>t  i)f  Atrji-a.  niih'-t  Mn-h  master  or  pi'nM>n  takin;;  or  ha\in;!  the 
ckn?*-  or  f-onmsanii  rif  any  -iidi  >hip  or  vc«r>cl,  •'hall  havt*  nia<lc  o.'ith,  aiitl  dclivfri-cl  in 
ki  tLr  rolItTtor  or  othrr  rliirf  ullirrr  of  thr  nixtoni^,  at  thr  |Mirt  v^hrrr  >iirh  >hip  or 
▼t-HH-I  •fiall  i-Ii'ar  out,  a  n-rtifiiatt*,  at(rM«'il  l»y  tin?  n'-pn'tivr  ov^nrr  or  owners,  that  he 
kv  air^'adv  NT^i'il  in  <»ui  h  caui^-it^  ilurin;:  one  vova;ri',  or  «hall  have  M*r\i-(I  a"*  rhiirf 
wut^  *ir  4ur:;«*firi  diirini!  the  whoU*  of  two  vo\a;!i><<.  or  cither  an  rhicf  or  other  mate  dur- 
iay  thn^i*  %oy.i:;i'^,  in  piin-h  i-iii;;  aii<l  «'arr\in;;  -l,i\e.H  fmrn  the  c<Ki-t  of  Africa,  iimler 
pttn  ciut  «u^-h  ma^ti-ror  oth<'r  per>i»ii.  tikin;;  or  ha\in;;  the  charge  or  rommami  of  any 
R»  h  tfaip  or  V(.*M4*I,  and  aNo  the  owner  or  owners  who  >liaH  hin*  or  employ  mk  h  |H>r- 
•HaII  fijr  (*%i*ry  Mieh  tiHirnce  ri"<pective!y,  forfeit  and  {lay  the  f<um  of  ii'Mi/. 

An*!  liT  the  fourteenth  elans**,  •*  Ik-tbre  any  ship  or  ve>!(el  prueeedd  to  sea,  the  luaA- 
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as  he  alleges  himself  to  have  done,  without  being  gailty  of  perjury, 
and  without  being  a  party  to  the  fraudulent  contravention  of  the  law. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  It  is  the  clear  duty  of  the  court  to  enforce  the 
provisions  which  the  wisdom  and  humanity  of  the  legisla* 
[•210  ]  ture  have  made  for  the  regulation  of  this  *  trade.  In  any 
petition  for  wages,  founded  on  services  in  this  species  of 
commerce,  I  shall  think  it  my  duty  to  look  very  particularly  to  the 
enactihents  of  those  statutes  in  which  particular  duties  are  imposed 
upon  the  parties  engaged  in  conducting  it.  It  is  perfectly  obvious 
that  all  the  laudably  intentions  of  the  legislature  may  be  frustrated 
with  impunity,  if  ah  ostensible  master  can  be  set  up  to  serve  any 
private  purpose  subsisting  between  the  real  master  and  the  ownen 
of  the  vessel.  It  is  by  no  means  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  objection 
to  say  that  it  comes  with  a  very  bad  grace  from  the  owner  himself 
with  whom  this  illegal  transaction  may  be  supposed  to  have  origin- 
ated. It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  ex  officio  not  to  shut  its  eyes  against 
any  criminal  act  appearing  in  the  face  of  the  petition,  in  the  very 
terms  in  which  it  is  pleaded,  namely,  "that  Taylor  acted  as  mat^ 
and  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  ship  should  be  cleared  out  under 
William  Taylor  as  ostensible  master,  and  that,  after  the  vessel  was 
cleared  out,  Pince  should  take  the  command,  and  that  for  such  se^ 
vices  Taylor  was  to  receive  so  much."  No  explanation  is  oflered, 
and  the  court  is  led  to  presume  that  what  has  been  so  done  has  been 
done  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  law.  I  will  not  absolutely,  at 
this  moment,  reject  the  petition  ;  I  will  give  the  party  an  opportunity 
of  offering  his  explanation,  but  I  shall  certainly  expect  it  to  be  such 
as  will  show  an  innocent  purpose,  and  steer  clear  of  any  purpose  to 
elude  the  provisions  of  the  law. 

On  a  subsequent  day,^  this  cause  came  on  again,  when  an  addi- 
tional article  was  pleaded,  stating  "that  Taylor   had   so  acted  as 
ostensible  master  at  the  request  of  the  owner,  and  of  Pince,  the  real 
master,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  crew,  since  Pince'a 
[  •  211  ]  character  for  cruelty  was  so  well  known  that  *  he  would  not 
have  been  able  to  have  procured  men  ;  that  the  parties  were 
not  apprised  that  he  was  acting  in  violation  of  any  law." 


tcr,officcrs,  and  mariners,  shall  sign  and  execute  articles  of  agreement  and  a  musto^ 
roll,  in  the  presence  of,  and  witnessed  by  the  clearing  officer,  and  one  of  the  tidesmen 
of  the  port  from  whence  the  ship  departs;  and  duplicate  of  the  articles  of  agrecmait 
and  muster-roll,  duly  signed  and  executed,  shall  be  delivered  to  the  aforesaid  cletiiBg 
officer,  in  order  to  its  being  lodged  with  the  proper  officer  in  the  castom-hoofle,  aocod- 
ing  to  the  forms  hereunto  annexed,"  &c. 
^  December  lltb. 
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Judgment  resumed. —  When  this  summary  petition  came  before  the 
court,  on  a  former  day,  it  was  pleaded  "  that  W.  Taylor  had  been 
hired  to  act  as  mate,  but  that  he  entered  into  a  farther  agreement 
that  ho  should  also  act  as  ostensible  master  for  various  purposes  in 
the  clearing  out  of  the  vessel."  An  objection  was  then  taken,  that 
such  an  agreement  was  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
parliament;^  that  it  was,  therefore,  a  turpis  contractus^  which  would 
defeat  any  application  to  obtain  the  aid  of  a  court  of  justice  to  carry 
it  into  eflect.  The  court  gave  the  party  an  opportunity  of  explaining 
the  circumstances  which  had  led  to  this  proceeding,  in  order  to  show 
that  he  had  entered  into  the  agreement  from  an  innocent  motive,  and 
without  the  design  of  p«'oducing  any  mischievous  ellect.  It  is  now 
stated,  "  that  he  entered  into  the  agreement  because  Pinee  was  a  man 
of  Buch  a  cruel  character  that  he  would  not  have  been  able  to  procure 
men,  and  that  the  mate  was  not  aware  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  parliament/'  Ignorance  of  the  law  cannot  be  averred  as  a  justi- 
fication in  any  case,  more  particularly  with  regard  to  the  acts  in  ques- 
tion, which  contain  particular  proviMons  for  making  the  law  on  this 
Bobject  familiarly  known,  by  sticking  thcin  up  in  a  conspicuous  part 
of  the  ship.^ 

•That  this  agreement  is  a  contravention  of  the  act  of  [  •  212  ] 
parliament  cannot  be  denied ;  neither  can  it  be  disputed 
that,  if  such  a  practice  was  continniMJ,  the  whole  ellect  of  the  regula- 
tion would  be  defeated.  It  is  not  for  me,  sitting  here,  to  re|)rehend 
the  policy  or  the  morality  of  a  trade  which  is  continu«»d  to  be  per- 
mitted by  law ;  but  it  is  certainly  my  duty  to  keep  as  rigidly  as  pos- 
sible to  the  letter  of  those  provisions,  which  the  wisdom  of  the  legis- 
latare  has  framed  by  way  of  salutary  control  over  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  to  be  conducted. 

Then  if  this  is  a  contract  in  violation  of  the  act  of  parliament, 
wbat  will  be  the  conseciuence  ?  That  the  contracting  parties  are  i;i 
pari  delicto;  that  one  is  not  at  liberty  to  set  it  up  against  the  other, 
and  to  allege  that  he  was  induced  by  the  other  to  enter  into  such  an 
illegal  contract.  It  is  as  much  the  duty  of  the  one  not  to  yield  to 
temptation,  as  it  is  of  the  other  not  to  propose  an  illegal  temptation. 


>  30  Geo.  3,  c.  33. 

■  ''Tliat  ihc  master,  &c..  of  every  such  ship  or  ve>-sol  A\:i\\  eause  a  printetl  al'ntraet 
tf  tbtiaet,  and  also  a  copy  of  the  H-hniule  (A  )  ami  of  the  mu-lL-r-nill,  nspe. ti\e!y 
izcfi  to  this  act,  to  Ik*  hunj:  up  an<l  allixed  to  the  nm-t  public  pla-  e  of  >ucli  >hip  or 
*l,an(I  shall  cause  the  same  to  be  constantly  kept  ami  l■elu■w^'!J,  >o  thaf,  at  all 
they  may  Iw  accessible  to  the  ofTiterd  and  :^eameu  on  board  such  »hip  or  icmcI, 
penalty  of  20^"^  SO  Geo.  3,  c.  33,  \  19. 
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In  such  a  case,  the  law  refuses  to  interpose  between  them,  and  leaves 
them  to  avail  themselves  of  their  dishonest  engagements  as  they  can. 
As  to  the  reason  advanced,  "  that  the  real  master  was  notoriously  of 
so  cruel  a  disposition  that  he  could  not  obtain  men,''  is  not  that  a 
fraud  upon  every  man  that  entered  on  board  the  ship  ?     If  the  master 
was  a  person  under  whom  no  one  would  voluntarily  ship  himself, 
was  it  not  a  gross  act  of  fraud  to  entrap  men  into  a  situation  of  con- 
nection with,  and  subordination  to,  such  a  {>erson.     When 
[  •  213  ]  *  I  recollect  that  the  whole  purpose  of  the  act  was  to  guard 
against  cruelty,  and  against  habits  of  ferocious  disposition, 
to  be  exercised  upon  the  persons  subjected  to  his  command,  and  when 
I  see  that  the  effect  of  this  contrivance  has  been  to  intrust  a  person 
with  the  management  of  this  kind  of  commerce,  whom  the  policy  of 
the  law  would  have  excluded,  I  cannot  but  consider  it  as  a  very  gross 
case.     Both  the  parties  are  equally  guilty  of  fraud  upon  every  per 
son  who  entered  on  board  the  ship,  as  well  as  upon  the  general  policy 
of  the  law.     It  is  said  that  to  reject  this  demand  cannot  affect  the 
continuance  of  such  a  practice.     I  tim  of  a  different  opinion.    The 
practice  will  not  be  carried  on  unless  instruments  can  be  procnred; 
and  I  trust  it  will  be  some  discouragement  that  parties  should  know 
that  tlu»y  will  not  be  permitted  to  resort  to  the  assistance  of  the  law 
to  enforce  their  demands  under  such  agreements.     On  every  ground, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  petition  is  inadmissible,  and  that  the  expla- 
nation offered,  instead  of  affording  any  excuse,  is  an  aggravation  of 
the  o  He  nee. 

It  being  represented  that  the  mate  had  not  only  lost  all  his  wage?, 
but  that  he  had  been  obliged  to  find  his  way  home  from  the  coast  of 
Africa,  and,  the  owner  having  been  equally  guilty,  the  court  gave  no 
costs. 


The  Frederick  and  Mary  Ann,  Andriesen,  master. 

November  26,  1805. 

Interests  of  mariners,  separated  from  their  ships,  as  prize-masters,  on  board  captnred  rewl*. 
to  share  with  the  ship's  erew,  and  vice  versa,  of  the  ship's  crew  to  share  in  prize  intcresa 
acjiuircd  by  them. 

Tins  was  a  case  on  the  claim  of  the  ship's  company  of  The  Ceres 
privateer  to  share  in  salvage  decreed  to  be  paid  on  the  recapture  of 
some  British  property  on  board  this  vessel,  effected  by  Barnaby  Vick 
and  eight  others  of  the  crew  of  The  Ceres,  from  on  board  a  priic 
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belonging  to  the  privateer  which  the  i^aicl  Vick  was  conducting  into 
port  ill  the  capacity  of  prizc-masster. 

•  On  the  part  of  the  privateer,  th(»  King*s  Advocate  stated  —  [  '  214  ] 
That  The  Frederick  and  Mary  Ann  was  a  Dutch  vesst^l 
which  had  been  captured  by  an  Knf^lisli  privateer,  and  was  after- 
wards retaken  by  the  French,  and  was  linally  recaptured  by  the  prize- 
roai»ter  of  The  Prince,  who  was  conducting  The  Prince,  a  prize  belong- 
ing to  The  Ceres  privateer,  into  port.  Some  part  of  the  prize  had 
been  condemned  as  droits,  as  Dutcli  pro|)erty  taken  by  a  non-commis- 
sioned captor,  and  othiT  parts  had  been  restored  to  the  British  pro- 
prietom  on  salvage.  Th(^  present  claim  is  instituted  on  the  part  of 
the  s>hip's  company  of  the  privateer,  to  share  in  the  interests  of  salvage 
accruing  on  the  recapture,  and  that  not  only  on  general  principles  of 
eqnity,  but  also  under  the  express  agreement  of  the  ship*s  articles,  in 
which  it  is  provided,  ^Mhat  any  of  the  crew  who  should  be  put  on 
board  a  prize,  and  taken  prisoners,  should  share  in  prizes  made  by 
the  privateer  during  their  absence."  This  article  necessarily  implies 
a  reciproi*al  right,  on  the  part  of  the  crew,  to  share  in  any  prize  inte- 
rests that  may  be  accpiired  by  such  persons  in  the  course  of  their 
separate  employment. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  pre- 
sent as  gallant  an  action  as  perhaps  ever  came  to  the  view  of  the 
court.  This  person  was  put  on  board  The  Prince  to  conduct  her  into 
port.  In  the  cour>e  of  his  voyage,  he  fell  in  with  a  vessel  which 
ap{M:ared  to  be  an  Knglish  ves.**el  in  the  hands  of  the  French.  The 
prize-master  went  out  in  his  jolly-boat  to  reconnoitre,  and,  having 
approached  under  the  di.*«guise  of  a  French  uniform,  and  in  tlu;  cha- 
racter of  a  French  oliicer,  he  boarded  the  vessel,  and  over- 
powered the  French  crew,  and  succeeded  in  'ellecting  the  [  ''213  ] 
recapture  of  a  very  valuable  property.  It  was  an  act  of 
lu^re  personal  gallantry,  independent  of  his  duty  to  the  privateer,  and 
not  within  any  engagements  of  reciprocity  arising  from  the  agret*- 
ruent  which  has  been  nuMitioned  in  the  ship's  articles.  The  meaning 
of  that  articli*  was  evidently  to  prevent  any  luijust  preference  in 
•electing  men  for  dill'erent  services,  and  to  obviatti  any  objection 
against  being  sent,  in  an  unprotected  &tate,  on  board  an  enemy's 
ihip,  under  a  risk  of  being  n*taken  by  the  enemy  and  carrie«l  to  pri- 
son. Willi  that  view,  it  secures  an  interest  in  future  captures,  to 
prizc-ma.«ters  and  ptTsons  put  on  board  the  enemy's  ship,  not  wit  h- 
fttanding  they  should  be  carried  prisoner's  into  the  enemy's  port. 
The  ecjuivalent  for  the  chance  of  sharing  in  future  captures  is  the 

TOU    VI.  13 
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service  on  board  the  prize  vessel,  and  the  risk  of  personal  danger.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  farther  reciprocity  inferred  to 
divide  with  the  privateer  the  fruits  of  any  enterprise  on  their  part,  so 
entirely  depending  on  their  personal  address  and  gallantry,  and  so 
foreign  to  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  in  drawing  up  the  ship's 
articles.  Any  recapture  that  had  been  made  by  the  privateer  might 
have  been  effected  without  danger  or  loss.  On  the  contrary,  this 
attempt  was  hazardous  in  the  extreme ;  and  if  the  persona  who  pa^ 
took  in  this  enterprise  had  been  overpowered  and  sent  to  prison,  the 
transaction  might  have  been  considered  as  out  of  the  ship's  articles, 
and  so  far  unjustifiable  as  to  have  defeated  any  claim  that  had  beeo 
set  up  on  their  behalf  under  them.  To  consider  the  privateer,  there- 
fore, as  entitled  to  share  in  the  fruits  of  these  extraordinary  exertions, 

on  the  grounds  of  reciprocity,  would  be  to  establish  a  sort 
[•216  ]  of  iniquitous  equity  where  the  risks  of  the  parties  •were 

not  equivalent,  and  in  which  no  real  equity  can  be  dis- 
cerned.^ 

In  reply,  the  King^s  Advocate.  It  is  perhaps  well  that  this  case 
has  arisen,  since  there  is  now  depending  for  the  consideration  of 
government  a  case  of  considerable  magnitude,  and  of  a  similar 
nature,  respecting  an  interest  in  a  capture  made  by  the  prize-master 
of  The  Victory,  who  had  been  put  on  board  a  vessel  captured  by  that 
ship.  The  question  in  that  case  is,  whether  the  crew  of  The  Victory 
should  share  in  the  interests  resulting  from  that  capture,  which  may 
be  derived  from  the  bounty  of  government  It  appeared  to  me  that 
they  should  share,  according  to  what  I  have  understood  to  be  the 
practice  of  the  navy.  In  this  instance  the  general  equity  is  farther 
confirmed  by  an  agreement,  which  contracts  for  a  right  to  share  **in 
any  thing  that  should  be  made  during  the  cruise."  The  terms  of  the 
article  would  extend  to  head-money,  or  to  any  interest  acquired  by 
the  most  active  exertion,  and  with  the  greatest  personal  danger ;  and, 
therefore,  the  argument  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  the  nature  of 
the  enterprise,  and  the  danger  attending  it,  leads  to  no  conclusion 
against  the  claim  of  the  privateer,  which  might  have  been  exposed 
to  as  great  danger,  and  yet  have  been  compelled,  under  the  contract, 
to  divide  the  prize  with  the  six  or  seven  men  on  board  The  Prince, 
who  might  be  all  the  time  lying  in  port.  A  more  special  considera- 
tion also  arises  from  the  danger  to  which  the  property  intrusted  to 
their  care  was  exposed  ;  an  insurance  had  been  effected  on  that  prize 
which  might  have  been  vitiated  by  this  act,  as  a  wilful  and  unjustifi- 
able deviation.  If  the  attempt  had  failed,  and  the  prize- 
( •  217  ]  master  had  been  repulsed,  the  consequences  •  might  have 
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been  fatal  to  the  property  ii>  The  Prince,  which  might  in  turn  have 
been  recaptured  by  the  French  crew. 

Judgment. 

8iB  W.  Scott.  The  facts  of  this  case  are  generally  admitted,  and 
stand  without  controversy  between  the  parties.  It  appears  that  The 
Ceres,  privateer,  having  a  crew  of  100  men,  had  recaptured  an  English 
vessel,  The  Prince,  and  had  put  a  prize-master  and  eight  men  on 
board,  with  orders  to  make  Jersey,  or  any  port  of  England.  In  pro- 
ceeding on  that  course,  they  descried  another  vessel,  which  they  con- 
sidered, from  her  appearance,  to  be  a  prize  in  the  possession  of  the 
French,  and  concerted  a  plan  of  recapture  with  so  happy  a  mixture 
of  address  and  gallantry,  that  what  seemed  an  enterprise  of  apparent 
danger,  was  accomplished  without  any  loss.  To  all  expressions  of 
enlogium  on  the  merit  of  the^e  individuals  I  readily  assent.  But  the 
question  is,  whether  they  are  entitled  to  take  the  whole  benefit  to 
themselves.  I  have  always  understood  it  to  be  the  general  practice 
of  tbe  navy,  as  stated  by  his  Majesty's  Advocate,  that  prize  interests 
acquired  by  a  prizc-ma.<ter  on  board  a  captured  ship,  shall  enure  to 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  ship's  company.  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
instance  in  which  this  rule  has  been  recognized  or  established  by  the 
decrees  of  this  court.  It  has  prevailed,  1  conceive,  without  judicial 
anthority,  on  the  general  notion  which  has  been  entertained  of  the 
intrinsic  equity  of  such  a  communication  of  interest 

With  respect  to  privateers,  the  shares  of  diflerent  persons  concerned 
are  regulated  by  articles  of  agreement,  and  when  those  articles  arc 
not  literally  applicable  to  the  circumstances  of  the  capture, 
their  *  place  must  be  supplied  by  the  principles  of  natural  [  *  218  ] 
equity  and  reason.  By  the  thirteenth  article  of  the  agreement 
in  this  case,  it  is  specially  provided,  "  that  those  who  are  embarked 
on  board  prizes  taken,  and  made  prisoners,  or  shipwrecked,  shall  share 
in  every  thing  taken  by  the  privateer  in  their  absence."  The  article 
is  rather  strangely  worded,  because  being  in  the  conjunctive,  it  might 
seem  to  imply  that  it  would  be  necessary,  that  persons  should  be  both 
embarked  and  taken  prisoners  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it, 
though,  I  presume,  it  was  not  so  understood,  but  that  it  would  be 
sufficient,  that  they  were  embarked  in  a  service  on  which  either  of 
such  consequences  might  be  apprehended  to  ensue.  The  concluding 
part  of  the  article  is  very  comprehensive,  "  that  they  shall  share  en 
tout  ce  que  sera  faiiy'  the  articles  being  drawn  up  in  French,  as  the 
vessel  was  a  Jersey  privateer.  If  that  benefit  awaited  those  who 
were  detached  from  the  vessel,  it  is  to  be  inferred,  I  think,  that  the 
persons  on  board  the  privateer  must  expect  to  share  in  any  captore  i 
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recapture  made  by  these  individuals.  If  not,  there  would  be  an 
entire  want  of  reciprocity,  and  a  danger  of  that  iniquitous  equity, 
which  has  been  so  much  apprehended  on  the  other  side. 

In  answer  to  all  arguments  drawn  from  the  personal  merit  and 
gallantry  displayed,  it  is  obvious  to  observe,  that  these  qualities  might 
have  been  as  conspicuous  in  any  capture  made  by  the  privateer. 
She  might  have  engaged  a  vessel  of  superior  force,  and  have  exerted 
as  much  address  and  bravery,  and  with  equal  success.     The  personal 

merit  of  the  recaptors,   therefore,  will  not  affect  the  legal 
[  *  219]  consideration  of  the  •question  before  the  court.     It  is  said, 

that  it  will  be  hard  on  these  individuals  to  have  the  fruits  of 
their  enterprise  diminished,  by  dividing  them  with  the  privateer,  —  but 
have  they  not  had  an  equivalent  in  their  right  to  partake  in  the  inter- 
mediate exertions  of  the  privateer  ?  They  cannot  expect  to  reap  the 
benefit  of  their  agreement,  and  to  be  permitted  to  renounce  the  dis- 
advantages resulting  from  it.  They  must  take  both  together.  It  is 
said,  that  they  might  have  been  captured  in  that  enterprise,  out  of 
the  line  of  their  duty,  and  that  then  they  might  have  forfeited  the 
benefit  of  the  agreement.  I  will  not  take  upon  myself  to  say,  what 
might  have  been  the  consequences,  as  to  any  enterprise  wildly  under- 
taken. This  is  not  such  a  case.  It  is  admitted  that  the  design  vi^s 
wisely  and  prudently  accomplished,  and  there  is  no  court,  in  which 
the  recapture  of  British  property  out  of  the  hands  of  the  enemy, 
could,  I  conceive,  be  considered  as  a  violation  of  duty,  in  the  situa- 
tion in  which  these  persons  were  placed.  On  these  grounds,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  reward  of  salvage  enures  to  the  benefit  of  all  united 
in  the  common  cruise,  as  part  of  that  undertaking,  and  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  reciprocal  equity  applies  to  one  description  of  capture  as 
well  as  to  another.  It  never  could  be  the  meaning  of  the  articles, 
that  persons  embarked  on  board  a  prize  ship,  should  share  with  the 
privateer  in  her  captures,  and  that  the  privateer  should  not  share  with 
them  in  any  captures  which  they  might  make. 
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•INSTANCE   COURT.  [•220] 

The    L'Eole,  Rosseau,  master. 

Decembers,  1805. 

Slavet  sent,  as  proceeds  of  a  prize  cargo,  captured  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  to  Barbadoes,  for 
condemnation,  as  prize  there,  seized,  under  the  rerenuo  laws,  and  condemned  as  forfeited, 
ftc.i 

Tins  was  a  case  of  appeal  from  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of  Bar- 
badoes,  which  had  condemned  the  cargo  of  slaves,  as  imported  into 
Barbadoes,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  acts,  12th  Ch.  2d,  7th  & 
8th  W.  3d,  and  the  26th  and  39lh  of  his  present  Majesty.* 

In  support  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  below,  the  King^s  Advocate 
and  Swabey.  Thi.s  was  a  French  vessel,  which  had  been  captured 
by  three  privateers  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  with  a  cargo  of  European 
goods  and  a  few  slaves  on  board.  After  the  capture,  the  captors  con- 
tinued to  trafHc  on  the  coast,  and  having  disposed  of  the  prize  cargo, 
they  purchased  200  slaves,  and  put  them  on  board  this  ship,  and  sent 
them  to  the  island  of  Barbadoes.  On  the^e  facts  two  points  arise, 
on  which  a  breach  of  the  revenue  law  may  be  assigned.  First,  that 
before  the  prize  vessel  was  condemned,  she  was  not  entitled  to  a 
British  register,  and  consequently  could  not  trade  to  the  British 
Islands.  Secondly,  that  it  was  a  consignment  in  direct  violation  of 
the  acts  of  parliament'' that  had  passed  for  the  regulation 
•of  the  slave  trade,  and  more  especially  of  that  provision*  [  *  221  ] 
which  directs  that  that  trade  sluiU  only  be  carried  on  by 
vessels  belonging  to  the  ports  of  London,  Liverpool,  and  Bristol. 
The  only  suggestion  that  is  oflered  in  justification  of  these  irregula- 
rities is,  the  convenience  or  benefit  of  the  speculation.     But  the  court 


1  [Sec  r^  Dame  Ceoile,  6  C.  Itob.  2:»7.] 

'  When  the  cau^o  came  first  before  tlie  court,  it  was  oliscr^'eil,  that  the  sentence  of 
the  court  below  pronouncod  the  condemnation  of  the  pootls  as  gootl  ami  lawful  prize. 
From  whicli  tenn  it  appeared  doubtful  whether  the  proceedings  had  been  in  the  I'rize 
Court,  or  in  the  Revenue  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  eourt  direetcd  the  matter  to  be 
referred  back  for  intbnnation.  It  was  now  certified  by  the  judge  of  the  Viee- Admi- 
ralty Court,  that  tlie  proieeilings  had  been  in  the  Revenue  Court ;  that  there  had  been 
a  mistake  in  reconling  the  teruu  of  tlie  sentence  as  good  and  lawful  prize,  instead  of 
seixurc. 

s  39  G.  S,  c.  80,  §  39.  «  Ibid. 
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will  not  permit  such  a  plea  to  be  set  up  against  a  manifest  violation 
of  an  act  of  parliament.     The  supposed  conveniences  in  this  instance 
are  encountered  by  more  forcible  considerations  of  the  same  nature, 
since  experience   has  shown,  especially  during  the  last  war,  in  the 
capture  of  two  Portuguese  vessels,  the  necessity  of  repressing  the 
mischiefs  arising  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  from  captors  proceeding  to 
dispose  of  prizes   there  without  the   cognizance  of  any  courts  of 
justice,  from  which  it  has  happened,  that  when  restitution  has  been 
decreed,  the  property  has  been  dissipated,  and  no  proceeds  are  forth- 
coming to  answer  the  demands  of  the  claimant. 

On  the  other  side,  Arnold  and  Laurence.  This  was  a  transaction 
proceeding  out  of  a  cargo  of  a  French  ship,  that  had  arrived  on  the 
coast  of  Africa,  and  had  begun  to  traffic,  when  she  was  seized  by  the 
captors.  The  articles  of  the  outward  cargo  were  evidently  of  no 
value,  but  for  that  particular  trade ;  and  therefore  the  captors  thought 
themselves  warranted  in  disposing  of  them,  and  shipped  the  present 
cargo  as  the  proceeds  of  prize,  and  sent  them  to  Barbadoes  for  the 
very  purpose  of  being  condemned.  This  intention  appears,  from  let- 
ters which  were  written  by  them  to  their  agent  at  Barbadoes.  All 
the  papers  and  necessary  documents  were  sent  there  for  the  purpose 
of  adjudication.  Proceedings  had  been  instituted  against 
[  *  222  ]  the  vessel  in  the  Prize  Court,  as  a  French  vessel,  *  and  she 
bad  been  condemned,  without  any  particular  notice  being 
taken  of  the  cargo.  A  few  days  afterwards,  upon  the  11th  February, 
an  information  was  laid  against  the  cargo  by  Lieutenant  Duncan,  of 
his  Majesty's  ship  The  Serapis,  who  had  just  arrived  from  the  coast 
of  Africa,  and  who  was  acquainted  with  the  whole  transaction.  It 
appears,  also,  that  the  captor  had  consulted  this  person  on  the  coastof 
Africa,  as  to  the  course  which  he  was  pursuing,  and  that  no  objection 
was  then  suggested  by  him  against  the  legality  of  the  measure.  In  this 
state  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court  below,  when  the  captors  had  actu- 
ally submitted  their  case  to  the  Prize  Court  of  Admiralty,  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  that  court  to  admit  a  suit  to  be  introduced  in  another  form,  and 
in  another  branch  of  the  admiralty  jurisdiction.  The  facts  of  the  case 
were  already  before  the  court,  in  the  disclosure  which  the  captors  bad 
themselves  made ;  and  if  the  court  had  deemed  it  an  illegal  exercise  of 
the  prize  commission,  it  was  in  the  power  of  that  court  to  have  con- 
demned the  property  to  the  crown,  and  to  have  proceeded  with  all  the 
effect  of  a  penal  jurisdiction.  The  offence  alleged,  is  importation  con- 
trary to  law.  But  the  term  importation  is  not  to  be  taken  absolutely) 
and  without  reference  to  the  intention  of  the  party.  The  vessel  might 
have  come  off  the  island  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  information. 
The  design  of  importing  contrary  to  law,  the  quo  animOf  seems  to  be 
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the  essential  part  of  the  oflence.  In  this  instance  the  intention  is 
entirely  wanting;  since  the  cargo  was  sent  in  for  the  very  purpose  of 
bein^ubmitted  to  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court,  and  of  receiving  the  sanc- 
tion of  its  authority.  As  to  what  is  said  of  the  insufHciency 
of  the  excuse  *  assigned,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  it  was  [  *  223  ] 
not  merely  matter  of  convenience,  but  of  absolute  necessity, 
that  such  things  as  constitute  cargoes  for  traffic  on  the  coast  of  Africa, 
should  be  disposed  of  in  that  country.  There  seems  to  be  no  alter- 
native, except  that  of  throwing  them  into  the  sea,  or  of  sending  them 
to  the  West  Indies  to  be  condemned,  and  from  thence  to  be  consigned 
again  to  this  country  for  sale,  at  their  European  value,  to  become  a 
second  time  part  of  an  outward  cargo  to  the  coast  of  Africa.  This 
wonld  be  to  impose  a  burden  on  the  captor,  which  would  render  his 
prize  of  no  value.  In  the  cases  which  have  been  mentioned  of  Por- 
tuguese ships  (The  Real  Duque,  and  others,)  the  seizure  was  justified 
in  some  measure,  by  the  proclamation  which  had  been  issued  by  the 
government  of  Portugal,  declaring  war  against  France,  though  it  was 
afterwards  withdrawn.  In  those  cases  the  necessity  of  selling  on  the 
coast  was  so  apparent,  that  it  was  made  a  principal  part  of  the  claim- 
ants' prayer,  that  they  should  be  entitled  to  the  amelioration  of  the 
property,  and  to  the  benefit  arising  from  that  conversion. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  condemnation  of  the 
cargo  in  the  Revenue  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  the  i:5landof  Barbadoes. 
It  appears  that  this  vessel,  being  a  French  vessel,  had  been  captured 
by  three  privateers  on  the  coast  of  Africa ;  that  there  were  fourteen 
slaves  on  board  the  prize  ship,  who  were  taken  out  and  put  on 
board  another  vessel;  that  the  remainder  of  the  cargo  was  bartered 
away  on  the  coast  for  a  pretty  numerous  cargo  of  slaves,  who 
were  shipped  on  board  this  vei^sel,  and  sent  to  Barbadoes  to  be  con- 
demned as  prize.  The  ship  arrived,  and  proceedings  were 
accordingly  instituted  in  the  *  Prize  Court.  An  ordinary  [  *  224  ] 
libel  was  given  in,  not  stating  how  the  slaves  had  been 
acquired,  though  this  fact  appears  to  have  come  out  on  the  examina- 
tion. Whilst  these  proceedingrfi  were  pending,  a  seizure  is  made, 
under  the  navigation  law,  by  a  naval  oliicer  in  his  Majesty's  service, 
and  an  information  is  lodged  in  the  Revenue  Court  of  Adniinilty 
against  the  cargo.  The  judge  has  condemned  the  cargo,  on  that 
ground,  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue  laws,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  sentence  was  properly  given.  It  is  ad[nitted  that  the  cargo  is 
not  prize  in  its  own  nature,  but  at  the  utmost  only  the  proceeds  of 
priize,  on  a  conversion  of  the  property  ;  and  it  is  said  on  that  account 
to  be  Bubject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Prize  Court.    l^ia^^XVo\^*«xu^ 
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that  the  proceeds  of  prize,  illegally  converted  and  to  any  extent,  and 
at  any  distance  from  the  original  form  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
prize  taken,  are  entitled  to  the  privileges  of  prize  property,  «o  as 
to  retain  the  right  of  being  so  considered,  at  the  instance  of  the 
persons  who  have  illegally  or  unjustifiably  converted  it.  Over 
proceeds  lawfully  or  justifiably  converted,  the  court  has  jurisdic- 
tion ;  the  property  in  that  case  continues  prize.  But  if  the  parties 
have  departed,  without  any  justification,  from  their  instructions, 
and  have  been  carrying  on  a  commerce  voluntarily  assumed,  and  to 
any  extent,  the  court  will  not  continue  to  property  so  acquired  the 
character  and  favored  rights  of  prize  property  in  their  behalf. 

The  question  is,  then.  Whether  there  was  anything  to  justify  such 

converision  ?     Authority  there  could  be  none,  as  there  was  no  court  in 

that  part  of  the  world,  under  whose  authority  the  conversion  could 

be  made.     All  that  is  alleged  is,  that  it  was  done  with  some 

[  *  225  ]  sort  of  approbation  of  the  naval  officer,  who  was  at  *  that 

time  on  the  coast,  but  went  afterwards  to  Barbadoes,  and  io 

consequence  of  his  knowledge  of  the  circumstances,  made  a  seizure 

of  the  cargo  on  its  arrival.     It  is,  I  think,  a  little  too  strongly  stated,  to 

say,  "that  it  was  done  under  the  approbation  of  that  gentleman," 

since  all  that  appears  is,  that  he  made  no  objection  at  the  time,  but  that 

afterwards,  on  reconsideration,  he  altered  his  opinion,  and  declared 

that  he  would  seize.     If  he  had  given  the  most  direct  approbation,  it 

could  have  made  no  difference,  on  the  question  of  law,  nor  could  it 

have  served  in  any  manner  as  a  justification  to  the  parties. 

As  to  the  pica  of  necessity  —  Was  there  any  necessity  ?  It  is  to 
be  observed  in  the  first  place,  that  captors  have  no  right  to  convert 
property,  till  it  has  been  brought  to  legal  adjudication;  they  are  not 
even  to  break  bulk,  they  can  have  no  justification  for  converting  such 
property,  except  in  cases  of  physical  necessity,  which  overpowers  all 
ordinary  rules.  If  a  case  arises  in  a  distant  part  of  the  world,  and  it 
is  shown  that  the  goods  were  perishing,  I  must  not  deny  that  such  a 
justifying  cause  of  conversion  might  be  pleaded  upon  propeny  so 
acquired  ;  but  no  such  case  is  presented  to  the  court  It  is  not  alleged 
that  the  cargo  was  perishing,  but  merely  that  the  goods  could  not  be 
sold  as  well  elsewhere,  or  in  other  words,  that  it  would  not  be  so 
good  a  prize.  That  is  not  enough.  It  is  not  even  averred  in  any 
affidavit,  that  the  goods  were  of  a  perishable  nature,  or  if  perishable, 
that  they  might  not  have  been  disposed  of  to  some  other  trader 
on  the  coast.  Suppose  the  court  had  gone  so  far  as  to  justify  a  con- 
version ;  I  cannot  but  think  that  the  barter  for  slaves  is  the 
[  •  226  ]  last  mode  of  *  conversion  that  should  have  been  adopted. 
The  captors  might  have  taken  gold  dust,  or  other  articles  of 
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commerce,  known  in  the  traffic  of  that  country.  To  trade  in  slaves, 
is  a  species  of  commerce  which  the  humanity  of  the  legislature  has 
fenced  round  with  peculiar  regulations,  every  one  of  which  is  over- 
looked in  this  act  of  these  individuals. 

It  is  said  that  the  regulations  of  the  slave  trade  do  not  apply 
to  cases  of  prize.  If  a  French  ship^  is  captured  with  a  cargo  of 
slaves  on  board,  I  admit  they  must  be  brought  to  adjudication  in  the 
condition  in  which  they  were  found.  But  if  I  take  a  French  vessel, 
otherwise  loaded,  and  make  her  an  open  vessel  for  the  traffic  of  slaves, 
it  becomes  then  a  voluntary  commerce,  and  is,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, British  commerce*,  subject  to  British  regulations.  It  has  been 
urged,  that  this  cargo  was  brought  in  for  adjudication,  and  not  for 
importation  or  sale,  until  a  sentence  of  the  Prize  Court  should  be 
obtained.  But  the  captors  had  no  right  to  apply  for  any  such  sanc- 
tion, with  respect  to  a  cargo  which  consisted  not  of  prize  goods,  but 
of  goods  obtained  in  commerce.  They  may  have  been  innocently 
mistaken,  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judge  of  the  court  below 
acted  right,  and  that  when  the  seizure  was  made,  and  the  informa- 
tion was  laid,  it  was  his  duty  to  abstain  from  any  farther  proceedings 
in  the  Prize  Court,  and  to  condemn  the  cargo,  for  a  breach  of  the 
navigation  law,  and  in  the  Revenue  Court.  The  parties  have  acted 
orithout  authority,  and  not  under  any  justifying  necessity.  They 
must  be  taken  to  have  imported  this  cargo,  in  total  violation 
af  the  •  regulations  which  the  legislature  has  imposed.  The  [  *  227  ] 
sentence  of  the  court  below  must,  therefore,  be  confirmed. 


INSTANCE   COURT. 
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The  Nklson,  Main,  master. 

December  11,  1805. 

E^iloUp;  from  the  I)owu.«,  Act  3  G-  1,  c.  13.    Kntcs  how  far  applicable  to  persons  not  Xtcinf^ 

Trinity  pilots. 

This  w-as  a  case  of  pilotage,  on  a  demand  of  A.  B.  for  services 
rendered  in  piloting  the  ship  from  the  Downs  to  Gravosend,  and  from 
thence  to  Blackwall.     The  sunnnary  petition  stated,  that  the  plain- 


^  Vide  infra,  La  Dame  Cecile. 
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tiff  had  been  engaged  by  the  master  to  pilot  the  vessel  from  the 
Downs  to  Gravesend,  for  the  sum  of  ten  guineas  and  an  half,  and 
that  on  his  arrival  at  Gravesend  the  master  entered  into  a  new  agree- 
ment with  him  for  four  guineas  and  an  half  for  bringing  the  vessel  to 
Blackwall.  In  proof  of  this  agreement,  the  petition  pleaded,  a  draft 
drawn  at  Gravesend  by  the  master  on  his  owner  for  sixteen  guineas. 

On  the  part  of  the  owner,  Laurence  objected  —  That  the  agree- 
ment alleged  could  not  be  supported.  That  there  was  a  special  act 
of  parliament,  3  Geo.  1,  chap.  13,  continued  by  subsequent  acts,* 
which  had  fixed  the  rate  of  pilotage  from  the  Downs  below  the  sum 
exacted  in  the  present  agreement,  and  that  it  was  a  point  now  de- 
pending before  the  court  in  another  ^  case,  whether  that  rate  did  not 
include  the  whole  course  of  the  river,  from  the  Downs  to  the  port  of 
London  ;  the  contract  was  therefore  vitiated  in  law.  Independent  of 
that  objection,  it  was  a  salutary  principle  of  the  maritime  law,  in 

cases  of  salvage,  that  agreements  made  with  vessels  in  dia- 
[  •  228  ]  tress  *  shall  not  be  held  binding.     Cases  of  salvage,  and 

cases  of  pilotage  are  so  closely  connected  in  their  nature, 
and  are  so  much  comprehended  within  the  same  policy,  that  a  de- 
mand of  this  nature,  exceeding  the  just  rate  of  such  services,  would 
not  be  that  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will  carry  into  cflect. 

In  support  of  the  petition,  Arnold  adverted  to  the  terms  of  the  act 
of  parliament^  and  contended  that  it  applied  solely  to  a  particular 
description  of  pilots,  being  Trinity  pilots.  The  effect  of  the  act  was 
to  grant  to  these  persons  particular  privileges  of  monopoly,  or  priority 
of  service,  which  made  it  but  reasonable  that  they  should  be  limited 
in  their  rate  of  charges.  When  there  are  no  persons  of  that  descrip- 
tion at  the  Downs,  vessels  arc  at  liberty  to  engage  other  pilots,  who 
are  not  affected,  either  by  the  privileges  or  the  restrictions  of  the  act, 
and  are  at  liberty  to  Contract  on  terms  that  may  be  agreed  on  be- 
tween them  and  their  employers.  This  was  a  case  of  that  nature. 
The  person  employed  was  not  a  Trinity  pilot,  and  it  was  in  evidence 
under  the  hand  of  the  master  in  the  draft  now  before  the  court,  that 
the  sum  demanded  was  that  for  which  they  had  mutually  agreed. 


»   Hy  32  G.  3,  0.  37,  §  4.  to  2.>lh  March,  180G,  &c. 

3  Uniisrt,  riki\  iiListor,  l>th  July,  1800.  The  question  there  reserved  was,  whether 
the  iKivijpition  rtM|uireil  of  the  pilots  desv'ribed  ia  that  act  and  for  which  specific  iites 
are  assigned)  extends  beyond  the  Hope  Point 
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Jldomknt. 

Sir  \V.  Scott.     This  is  a  question  of  very  general  concern  to  the 
trade  of  this  port,  and  therefore  I  could  have  wished,  that  as  a  cause 
of  public  import,  it  had  been  brought  before  the  court  in  a  manner  a 
little  better  instructed.     The  owner  has  not  thought  proper  to  ofler 
any  plea;  but  the  case  is  left  upon  the  evidence,  which  is  to  be  ex- 
tracted from  the  examinations  taken,  on  the  pilot's  summary  petition. 
It  is  stated,  *<  that  the  first  agreement  was  entered  into  for 
*  bringing  the  vessel  to  Gravesend,  and  that  there  was  then  [  •229] 
a  farther  agreement  for  bringing  her  on  to  Blaekwall,  both 
which  services  were  performed.     But  the  owner  refused  to  pay  the 
naoney  due  under  this  agreement." 

On  the  part  of  the  owner,  it  is  certainly  not  a  valid  ground  of  de- 
fence that  it  was  an  agreement  made  only  by  the  master,  because 
the  master's  agreement  in  the  service  of  the  vessel,  not  affected  by 
collusion  or  fraud,  would  be  as  binding  on  the  owner  as  if  made  in 
his  own  person.  It  certainly  could  never  be  allowed  that  a  master 
should  draw  persons  into  an  agreement  of  this  kind  with  a  secret 
rei«ervation  in  his  mind,  that  it  should  not  be  binding  unless  by  the 
owner*s  consent.  If  it  was  expressed  in  terms,  that  it  should  not  be 
obligatory  unless  with  the  approbation  of  the  owner,  the  person  con- 
tracting would  then  know  on  what  conditions  he  engaged.  It  cannot 
be  maintained  that  a  secret  reservation  in  the  mind  of  the  master 
fhould  give  such  an  interpretation  to  his  act. 

The  ship  comes  to  Ciravesend ;  and  it  is  suggested  that  the  master 
entered  into  the  farther  agreement  from  necessity  only,  upon  the 
pilot'd  refusal  to  come  on  to  London  under  the  iirst  contract,  which, 
it  Is  said,  was  intended  to  include  the  whole  course  of  the  river  to 
Blackwall.  What  should  the  master  have  done  in  prudence  under 
soch  circumstances?  He  should  have  remonstrated,  that  the  pilot 
was  bound  to  bring  the  vessel  to  her  moorings ;  and  should  have  in- 
iosidted  on  the  full  performance  of  his  agreement.  He  would  then 
have  left  his  case  open  to  the  effect  of  the  question,  which  is  depend- 
ing in  another  case,  whether  the  pilot  is  bound  to  come  on, 
or  not.  Instead  *  of  that  he  enters  into  a  fresh  contract,  and  [  *  230  ] 
gives  the  pilot  a  draft  on  his  owner  for  sixteen  pounds,  for 
pilotage  from  the  Downs  to  Blackwall.  By  so  doing  he  sets  his  seal 
to  the  representation  given  on  the  other  side.  It  is  now  alleged  on 
the  part  of  the  master,  that  he  would  not  have  entvred  into  that 
agreement  but  from  necessity.  If  that  had  been  the  fact,  when  he 
came  to  pay,  at  least  he  should  have  resisted,  otlering  what  was  rea- 
sonable, and  leaving  the  pilot  to  his  remedy  for  the  remainder.  In- 
stead of  acting  with  that  caution,  at  the  very  close  of  the  transactioni 
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he  gives  the  man  his  draft,  and  thereby  confirms  the  alleged  agree- 
ment as  much  as  was  in  his  power  to  do. 

If  the  contract  is  now  to  be  set  aside,  it  must  be  on  one  of  two 
grounds,  either  on  the  act  of  parliament,  as  intended  to  restrain  the 
rate  of  pilotage  generally ;  or  on  the  general  exorbitancy  of  the  de- 
mand, and  the  power  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  supersede  such 
extortionate  contracts,  to  which  parties  have  been  compelled  to  sub- 
mit under  a  pressing  necessity.     As  to  the  act  of  parliament,  it  is  a 
question  of  great  concern  to  the  navigation  of  the  river  from  the 
Downs,  and,  therefore,  I  should  have  been  glad  to  have  had  the  assist- 
ance of  persons  more  acquainted  with  the  nature  of  this  pilotage. 
Being  left  to  my  opinion,  I  cannot  but  accede  to  the  interpretation 
which  has  been  put  upon  the  act,  that  it  is  limited  to  the  particular 
society  of  pilots  therein  described,  who  have  the  benefit  of  a  mono- 
poly under  the  provisions  of  that  act.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  re- 
striction is  to  be  taken  as  corresponding  with  the  privileges  conferred, 

so  that  the  persons  enjoying  the  monopoly  may  not  chaige 
[  *  231  ]  beyond  certain  sums.     On  one  hand  exclusive  *  privileges 

are  given,  on  the  other,  certain  conditions  are  imposed,  in 
favor  of  the  public,  in  order  that  the  monopoly  may  not  be  abased, 
as  an  instrument  of  extortion,  to  demand  more  than  certain  sums  for 
the  services  therein  specified.  Under  this  construction,  other  persons 
engaged  only  in  this  navigation  casually,  and  when  the  privileged 
class  of  pilots  arc  out  of  the  way,  do  not  appear  to  fall  within  the 
purview  of  the  act,  and  are  therefore  not  to  be  held  subject  to  the 
restrictions  imposed  by  it.  Then,  as  to  the  plea  of  an  outrageous 
contract,  I  admit  that  by  the  ancient  maritime  law,  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  would  have  an  equity  to  moderate  contracts  made  under 
the  pressure  of  necessity,  arising  out  of  the  situation  of  a  vessel  at 
sea;  and  it  might  embrace  cases  of  this  description.  But  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  there  was  any  thing  iniquitous  in  the  contract 
On  the  contrary,  the  evidence  rather  leads  to  a  different  conclusion, 
and  it  is  all  one  way.  Under  these  circumstances,  considering  ii  asa 
case  that  is  almost  abandoned  by  the  owner,  who  offers  no  plea,  bat 
has  given  in  answers,  which  I  have  read,  and  which  I  think  would 
only  have  been  of  disservice  to  his  defence,  I  am  under  the  necessity 
of  pronouncing  for  the  force  of  the  demand. 
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The   Hoffnung,  Rask,  master. 

I)cccml>cr  18  and  19,  1805. 

Freight  decreed  on  reparation  of  ship  ond  cargo.    Dcmnnd  to  receive  the  cargo  again  on 

l>oanl,  and  proceed,  not  sustained. 

This  was  a  question  respecting  freight  decreed  to  be  a  charge  on 
the  cargo,  which  was  ultimately  restored. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  the  Kin^^s  Advo- 
cate and  Adams,     The  court  will  not  decree  *  freight  in  this  [  *  232  | 
instanct*,  unkvs  the  master   will  consent  to   perform   the 
remainder  of  his  voyage.     He  must  either  do  this,  or  submit  to  a 
reduction  of  freight.     In  one  case,*  3  Adm.  Rep.  p.  106,  it  is  true,  the 
court  did,  with  reference  to  a  former  case,  sustain  the  decree  against 
the  cargo,  without  imposing  the  obligation  of  going  on;  but  they 
were  cases  very  ditVerent  from  the  present.     In  The  Martha,  a  much 
longer  time  had  elapsed ;  and  in  The  Hamilton,  Rodman,  one  mate- 
rial circumstance  was,  th:it  the  master,  considering  himself  discharged 
from  the  former  contract,  had  actually  entered  into  an  engagement 
for  a  new  freight,  and   was  therefore  no  longer  at  liberty  to  go  on. 
In  the  present  instance  the  claimant  of  the  cargo  apprised  the  master, 
before  his  vessel  was  unladen,  that  the  cargo  would  be   speedily 
restored,  and  that  he  should  call  on  him  to  complete  his  voyage,  with 

oflcr  of  an  additional  allowance  for  his  time. 


On  the  part  of  the  ship,  Laurence  and  Robinson.  It  will  be  mate- 
rial in  the  first  instance  to  state  the  dates.  It  appears  that  the  cap- 
tare  took  place  on  the  ISth  August,  oif  the  Goodwin  Sands;  on  the 
Ist  September  the  sentence  of  restitution  of  the  ship  passed,  and  a 
commission  of  unlivery  was  taken  out  by  the  captor  on  the  same 
day.  It  was  not  completely  executed  till  the  2Gth  September;  but  it 
ifl  said  that  notice  was  given  to  the  master  on  the  2'3th,  before  the 
whole  cargo  was  unlivered,  that  he  would  be  required  to  go  on. 
Such  a  notice  addressed  to  the  master  could  have  no  legal  effect, 
since  he  was  not  the  person  in  the  possession  of  the  ship,  or  charged 
with  the  commission  of  the  court.  If  it  was  intended  to  suspend  the 
execution  of  the  commission,  it  should  have  been  by  application  to 


1  Martha.  Martin. 
VOL.    VI.  14 
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[  *  233  ]  *  the   court  to  supersede  the  former  decree.     As  to  time, 
also,  it  is   to  be  observed,  ihat  it  was  presented  on  the 
25th,  during  the  unlivery,  and  before  the  restitution  of  the  cargo, 
which  did  not  actually  take  place  till  the  28th,  and  for  which  the 
claim  was  only  given  on  the  24th,    The  actual  demand  to  go  on  was 
not  made  till  October,  long  after  the  unlivery  had  been  completed. 
By  the  unlivery,  the  legal  connection  between  the  ship  and  cargo 
ceases ;  by  that  act  the  master  loses  the  lien  which  he  had  acquired, 
and  could  not  resume  his  right  and  power  over  it.     The  connectioo 
between  the  ship  and  cargo  has  been  dissolved  by  the  conseqaeoce 
attending  the  act  of  capture;  and  if  any  injury  or  inconvenience  has 
been  occasioned  to  the  cargo  upon  that  account,  it  is  from  the  cap- 
tors, and  not  from  the  owners  of  the  ship,  that  a  reparation  must  be 
obtained.     The  equity  of  the  present  case  is  also  strongly  in  favor  of 
the  master,  since  it  appears  from  his  charter-party,  that  at  the  time  of 
capture  there  were  thirty-two  lay  days  unexpired,  and  that  he  was 
bound  to  a  port  in  the  Bay  of  Biscay,  which  he  expected  to  reach  in 
five  days.     From  the  time  of  capture  to  the  day  of  unlivery  forty-two 
days  had  elapsed  ;  he  had  been  detained  therefore,  in  the  service  of 
the  cargo,  longer  than  if  he  had  gone  on  to  the  place  of  destination.. 
What  the  master  required  was,  that  his  freight  should  be  paid  to 
him,  and  that  if  he  was  required  to  go  on,  it  should  be  under  a  new 
agreement.     This  was  no  more  than  what  the  equity  of  his  situation 
entitled  him  to  demand.     In  the  case  of  The  Martha,  Martin,  the  rule 
appears  to  have  been  laid  down  absolutely.     And  as  to  what  is  said 
of  the  subsequent  engagement  of  the  master,  in  The  Hamilton,  Rod- 
man, it  is  obvious  that  such  a  fact,  if  it  existed,  could  not 
[  *  234  ]  *  have  formed  the  ground  of  that  decision,  since  any  precipi- 
tation on  his  part,  in  engaging  in  a  new  contract,  could  not 
judicially  exonerate  him  from  the  former  obligation,  if,  by  construction 
of  law,  it  was  still  held  to  be  binding  upon  him. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  I  have  considered  this  case,  and  the  cases  which 
have  been  referred  to,  and  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  owner  of  the 
cargo  cannot  come  back  on  the  vessel,  and  demand  to  have  the  cargo 
taken  on  board  again.  The  captor  who  succeeded  to  the  right  of 
both,  has  invoked  the  authority  of  the  court  to  decree  a  separation; 
and  the  contract  between  them  must  be  held  to  have  ceased  by  the 
act  of  unlivery.  At  the  moment  of  separation,  the  vessel  acquires  a 
right  to  proceed ;  and  it  is  by  accident  only  that  she  continues  here. 
That  accident  cannot,  I  think,  have  the  effect  of  reviving  the  contract 
which  had  been  before  dissolved. 


HIGH    COURT    OF    ADMIRALTY.  235 

The  Venus.    6  C  Rob. 


I  am  fully  sensible  that  this  rule  may  occasionally  operate  with 
considerable  hardship  on   the  owners  of  cargoes.     But  the  proper 
remedy  for  that  inconvenience  will  be,  to  insert  a  special  provision 
for  such  accidents  in  the  charter-party.^     Rules  of  law  being  in  their 
nature  general,  must  in  particular  instances  sometimes  operate  with 
inconvenience.     That  inconvenience  has  been  the  cause  of  introduc- 
ing many  special  covenants,  into  bills  of  lading  and  other 
commercial  instruments.     I  know  of  no  other  remedy  •  that  [  *  235  ] 
can  be  applied  to  hardships  arising,  in  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, from  the  general  principle  of  law,  which  I  must  pronounce  to 
be,  that  the  act  of  unlivery  is  binding  on  the  parties,  and  must  be 
taken   to  be  decisive,  in   producing  a  complete  dissolution  of  the 
contract 


The  Venus,  Lassen. 

January  15,.  1806. 

Imeriocutory  of  condemnation  issues  to  the  master.    Part  owner  not  entitled  to  obatruct  tho 

delivery,  on  demand  of  Ijoil  to  protect  hi4  interests. 

In  this  case,  the  ship  and  cargo  had  been  condemned  on  a  former 
day  to  the  captor,  being  a  private  ship  of  war;  hut  a  caveat  had 
been  entered,  on  behalf  of  a  part-owner,  to  prevent  delivery  of  the 
interlocutory  to  the  master,  until  bail  should  be  given  to  bring  into 
the  registry  so  much  of  tho  proceeds  as  would  answer  his  interest 

The  Kin<fs  Advocate  moved  the  court  to  direct  the  interlocutory  to 
issne,  notwithstanding  the  caveat,  and  contended  that  it  was  not 
competent  to  the  party  to  object  to  the  delivery  to  the  master  for  the 
purpose  of  sale. 

On  the  other  side,  it  was  prayed  that  the  party  might  be  allowed 
to  set  forth  his  interest  in  an  act  of  court,  whereby  it  would  appear 
that  he  was  in  posses.**ion  of  the  legal  title  in  the  proportion  claimed 
by  him;  that,  as  there  was  some  dispute  re^specting  his  share,  he  had 


*  In  some  0050!*,  charter-partit'^  have  appoariMl  (*ontainiiig  a  oIau5c  for  the  time 
which  the  vessel  shall  Ix*  bounrl  to  wait,  for  the  purpose  of  carr}  ing  on  the  cargo,  in 
case  of  capture  and  subaer[ucut  restitution. 
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evidently  an  interest  to  guard  against  the  property  being  delivered  out 
otherwise  than  on  bail  to  answer  his  demands. 

The  Court.  If  the  interest  of  the  part-owner  was  clearly  esta- 
blished, it  would  not  be  competent  for  him  to  object  to  the  delivery 
of  the  interlocutory  to  the  captor,  who  is  the  person  legally  entitled 
to  it.  If  there  is  any  reason  to  apprehend  any  inconvenience  or 
injury  to  his  just  rights,  his  remedy  is  of  another  kind. 

Interlocutory  directed  to  issue. 


[  •  236  ]       *  The  Maria  Powlona,  Herames,  master. 

Janaary  15,  1806. 
Costs  and  damages,  after  restitation  by  consent,  and  the  ship  had  gone  away,  not  sostainod. 

This  was  a  demand  for  damage  brought  on  behalf  of  the  owner 
of  a  neutral  ship,  which  had  gone  away  under  a  restitution  accepted 
without  reservation  of  any  question. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate.  The  circum- 
stances of  this  case  are  not  of  a  nature  to  lay  a  ground  of  complaint 
against  the  original  seizure.  It  was  the  case  of  a  vessel  going  from 
Riga  to  Nantes,  a  port  in  the  vicinity  of  Brest,  with  a  cargo  of  masts. 
It  will  scarcely  be  disputed  that  the  seizure  was  justifiable ;  but  all 
considerations  of  that  kind  are  done  away  by  the  act  of  the  claimant, 
in  accepting  restitution.  The  vessel  is  gone  away,  and  it  would  be 
a  grievous  inconvenience  to  the  captors,  if,  after  restitution  has  been 
decreed,  and  all  the  original  evidence  has  been  withdrawn,  they  can 
be  called  upon  to  justify  themselves  against  a  complaint  set  up 
merely  on  the  protest  of  the  claimant.  An  attempt  of  this  kind  was 
made  on  a  former  occasion,  and  overruled.  The  court  will,  it  is  sub- 
mitted, adhere  to  the  same  rule  in  this  instance. 

On  the  part  of  the  owner,  Laurence  stated  it  to  be  a  matter  of  con- 
siderable importance  to  neutral  owners,  and  so  felt  by  them,  that  their 
demands  for  indemnification  should  not  be  precluded  by  the  act  of 
their  master,  or  agent,  in  accepting  restitution  for  the  despatch  of 
business,  and  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  detention  of  the  vessel, 
when  he  had  not  the  opportunity  of  consulting  his  principal,  or  of 
being  acquainted  with  his  intention  of  prosecuting  his  claim  farther 
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for  costs  and  *  damages.     On  these  grounds,  it  was  hoped  [  •  237  ] 
that  the  court  would  give  the  owner  an  opportunity  of  lay- 
ing his  case  before  the  court. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  claimant  in  this  case  has,  I  think,  put  him- 
self out  of  all  possibility  of  obtaining  relief.  The  vessel  was  a  Rus- 
sian ship,  carrying  a  cargo  of  masts  from  Riga  to  Nantes.  This  is 
all  which  I  am  able  to  collect  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
that  only  from  the  protest  of  the  master,  since  the  original  evidence 
is  withdrawn.  How  the  vessel  was  documented,  or  under  what  par- 
ticular circumstances  the  seizure  was  made,  is  entirely  removed  from 
the  view  of  the  court.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  for  mc  to  pronounce 
that  the  person  making  the  capture  was  so  in  fault  as  to  be  liable  to 
a  sentence  of  costs  and  damages.  From  what  has  passed,  there  is 
reason  to  presume  that  the  seizure  was  perfectly  justifiable.  On  the 
papers  being  brought  in,  a  proposal  was  made  to  the  master  that  he 
might  proceed  on  his  voyage ;  and  it  must  be  understood  to  have 
been  an  absolute  and  unqualified  proposal,  and  meant  as  a  general 
acquittal  on  both  sides.  If  there  had  been  any  intention  to  prosecute 
a  demand  for  damages  arising  from  the  seizure,  the  oficr  should  have 
been  accepted  sub  inodo  ;  instead  of  that,  the  restitution  was  accepted 
in  the  manner  in  which  it  was  proposed,  and,  as  such,  must  be  under- 
stood to  include  an  act  of  amnesty  on  both  sides.  It  is  not  for  the 
parties,  then,  to  come  again  before  the  court,  after  all  the  papers  have 
been  withdrawn,  and  charge  the  captors  with  an  unjustifiable  seizure, 
when  they  have,  in  consetjucnee  of  the  restitution,  lost  the  opportu- 
nity of  defending  themselves.  The  claimant  must  take  the 
inconvenience  *  with  the  convenience  of  restitution.  I  am  [  *  238  ] 
of  opinion  that  the  claimant  has  put  himself  out  of  court; 
and  that  the  offer  of  restitution,  being  accepted  as  it  has  been,  must 
be  considered  as  a  discharge. 


14' 
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L'Alerte,  Demay,  master. 

February  1,  1806. 

Hcod-monej.    Not  shared  with  constrnctivc  joint  captors.    Case  cited  from  the  Lonls  lield 

decisive  authority.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  an  allegation  of  joint  interest  on  the  part  of 
several  ships  forming  part  of  a  squadron  under  Lord  Keith,  on  a 
claim  to  share  in  the  head-money  due  on  the  capture  of  The  L'Alerte 
and  another  French  frigate,  by  his  Majesty's  ship  The  Centaur,  which 
had  composed  part  of  the  squadron,  and  had  chased  in  common  with 
the  rest.  The  allegation  set  forth  the  situation  of  the  vessels,  and 
pleaded  that,  "  at  the  time  of  the  capture  of  the  said  ship  L'Alerte, 
his  Majesty's  ship  Defence,  as  well  as  the  other  ships  of  the  fleet,  was 
in  chase  and  aiding,  and,  as  such,  assisting  in  the  capture ;  and  that 
the  captain,  officers,  and  crew  of  the  said  ship  Defence,  are,  by  reason 
thereof,  not  only  entitled  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  hull,  stores, 
arms,  and  ammunition  of  the  said  ship  L'Alerte,  but  also  to  share  in 
the  bounty  or  head-money  arising  from  the  capture  thereof." 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King's  Advocate  adverted  to  the 

facts  set  forth  in  the  allegation,  and  submitted  that  the  case  was 

decided  by  The   L'Hercule,^  which   had   gone  up  to  the   Lords  of 

Appeal  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  principle  of  law,  which  had  been 

before  rather  unsettled  in  the  practice  of  this  court ;  that  the 

[  •  239  ]  Court  of  Appeal  did,  in  that  case,  *  decide  conformably  to 

what  had  been  held  to  be  the  better  opinion  in  this  conrt, 

[  *  240  ]  that  the  principle  ^  of  *  constructive  assistance  did  not  ex- 


1  [For  other  cases  as  to  head-money,  see  Several  Dutch  Schuyts,  6  C.  Rob.  48.] 

2  Lords,  26th  July,  1799. 

'  Old  cases  to  this  effect  appearing  in  the  court  books,  are  The  Princessa,*  Tbe 
Panther,!  and  The  Dangd,t  which  kst  case,  as  it  seems  to  have  been  a  case  of  parti- 
cular circumstances,  is  here  set  forth  as  it  is  stated  in  the  Court  Book. 

The  Dang6  was  a  French  privateer,  with  sixty-two  men  on  board,  taken  by  fiwr 
armed  boats,  "  in  his  Majesty's  service  for  that  particular  purpose,  and  under  the  com- 
mand of  Lieutenant  M'Bride,  the  said  boats  being  armed  and  manned  out  of  his  Ma- 
jesty's ships  The  Maidstone  and  Mclampus." 

An  appearance  was  given  for  Lieutenant  M'Bride,  commander  of  The  Grace  cutter, 
in  his  Majest}^s  service,  and  the  crews  of  four  of  his  Majesty's  armed  boats,  emplojed 
under  him  for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  ship  Dang^,  the  only  captors  in  sight,  and 

•  27th  November,  1740.  t  21st  Jane,  1749.  %  2dd  Noyember,  1761. 
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tend  to  head-money.  The  act  of  parliament  expressly  directs 
that  the  bounty  or  head-money  should  be  paid  to  the  takers ;  and 
in  the  late  Prize  Act  this  was  made  more  strong  by  the  addition  of 
the  words  "  actual  taker." 

Court.  This  being  a  case  of  the  last  war,  must  be  decided  by  the 
former  act. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Burnaby  contended  —  That  as  the 
word  "taken,"  in  the  Prize  Act,  was  held  to  extend  to  constructive 
assistance,  so  ought  it,  by  the  same  interpretation,  to  extend  to  all 
interests  arising  from  capture  ;  more  especially  in  a  case  like  the  pre- 
sent, where  the  merit  of  all  the  parties  was  the  same,  and  depended 
solely  on  the  sailing  of  their  vessels,  as  there  was  no  actual  engage- 
ment, and  no  personal  danger  encountered.  That  the  case  did  not 
fall  precisely  within  the  principle  of  The  L'Hercule,  since,  in  that 
case,  it  was  much  relied  on  that  the  fleet  had  not  chased ;  in  this 
instance,  joint  captors  had  all  chased  by  general  signal,  and  might 
have  been  at  hand  to  have  rendered  assistance,  if  any  engagement 
had  taken  place. 

In  reply,  the  King*s  Advocate  observed  —  That  it  was  not  necessary 


prmjcd  them  to  Ix;  pronounced  so  to  be,  and,  as  such,  tho  only  persons  entitled  to  head- 
flKmey.  In  the  prcs<^>nce  of  Tindal,  (king's  proctor,)  praying  the  condemnation  ac- 
conliDg  to  the  monition,  he  gave  an  allegation,  which  the  judge  admitted,  &c.,  and 
■arigncd  the  cause  for  sentence  immediately,  and,  having  heard  advocates,  &c.,  pro- 
nounced the  ship  and  goocU  to  belong  to  enemies,  &c.  and  condemned  the  same  as 
lawful  prize,  according  to  the  monition  ;  hut  pronounced  that  Lieutenant  M*Brido  and 
the  crews  of  the  four  anncd  boats  were  the  only  persons  in  actual  engagement  with 
ihe  enemy,  and,  then>foro,  that  the  hes^d-money  ought  to  be  shared  by  them  only  ; 
and  decreed  the  same.     No.  1<),  fol.  41. 

That  the  rule  of  constructive  assistance  has  no  necessary  application  to  cases  of  head- 
money,  seems  obvious  from  the  diiTcrcnt  grounds  on  which  these  two  species  of  inte- 
rests are  founded.  The  reward  of  head-money  is  of  much  later  introduction,  and  was 
established  expressly  for  the  pur|K)se  of  exciting  ]>er3onal  enterprise,  and  of  counter- 
balancing present  danger  by  peculiar  and  appropriate  rewards.  It  is  in  tbu  respect 
widely  distingui^hed  from  the  considerations  on  which  the  doctrine  of  constructive 
MWftanco  is  built.  That  is  a  rule  which  has  grown  up  from  usage  immemorial,  and 
which,  under  the  later  opinions  of  the  Prize  Courts,  is  not  to  be  extended.*  It  n*sts 
altogether,  iu  most  instances,  upon  presumptions  of  rather  a  loose  texture,  and  is  a 
ifsnre  of  service  more  to  l>e  justified  in  its  general  i*onse(iuences  than  in  any  precise 
reciprocation  of  enterprise  and  reward  that  can  be  attributed  to  the  greater  number  of 
daims  of  that  description. 

*  Supra^  ToL  ii.  p.  22. 


241  CASES  DETERMINED  IN   THE 


L'Alerte.    6  C  Rob. 


for  a  whole  squadron  to  chase,  in  order  to  acquire  an  interest  to  share 
in  prize  made  by  one  of  the  squadron  detached  in  chase ;  therefore, 
the  circumstance  of  their  having  all  joined  in  the  chase  would  not  be 
material  to  distinguish  this  case  from  The  L'Hercnle,  which  was  a 
stronger  case,  inasmuch  as  the  whole  squadron  had  seen  the  chase. 
In  the  decision  of  that  case,  even  the  vessels  which  had  been 
[  *  241  ]  detached  *  by  signal  in  pursuit,  and  were  not  denied  to  be 
in  sight  at  the  time  of  capture,  were  held  not  to  be  entitled 
to  share  in  the  bounty  or  head-money. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  is  decided  by  The 
L'Hercule,^  and  the  authority  of  former  precedents  in  this  couitjiB 
which  it  was  always  understood  that  the  claim  to  share  in  bead- 
money  stood  upon  a  different  principle  from  that  which  governs  tkc 
general  interests  of  joint  capture.  It  is  within  my  knowledge  that 
the  word  actual  taker  was  thrown  into  the  present  act,  to  justify  the 
construction,  which,  though  supported  by  practice,  was  not  dbtioctly 
expressed  in  the  words  of  former  Prize  Acts. 

The  distinctions  which  have  been  raised  to  take  this  case  out  of  the 
range  of  former  precedents  are  three.  The  first  is  not  founded  on 
fact,  namely,  "  that  a  principle  of  association  applies  to  this  case, 
which  did  not  operate  in  The  L'Hercule,  since  there  was  no  order  for 
a  general  chase."  There  was  an  order  to  particular  ships,  and  the 
remainder  followed  up,  and  were  included  in  the  actual  pursuit  In 
some  respects,  indeed,  that  case  may  be  considered  as  stronger 
than  the  present,  since  the  prize  had  been  descried  by  the  whole  fleet, 
which  is  a  fact  that  is  left  very  doubtful  in  the  present  allegation.  It 
is  I  think  rather  to  be  collected  from  the  manner  in  which  it  is  stated, 
that  the  fleet  did  not  see  the  strange  sail  till  the  next  morning  after 
the  capture  had  been  completed.  The  second  distinction  is,  that  in 
that  case  there  had  been  an  action,  and  that  there  was  none 
[  *  242  ]  here.  This  distinction  *  fails  in  fact  also.  It  cannot  be  said, 
that  there  was  no  engagement,  since  some  guns  were  fired, 
and  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  adopt  a  principle  that  should  lead  this 
court  into  a  discussion  of  the  degree  of  resistance,  and  the  manner 
with  which  it  was  made,  whether  to  preserve  the  point  of  honor  only, 
as  it  has  been  intimated,  or  with  the  intention  of  supporting  an  actual 
contest.  It  is  not  required  that  there  should  be  an  actual  fight  to 
support  the  demand  of  head-money  on  the  part  of  the  taker,  since,  if 


1  Lords,  26th  July,  1799. 
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the  enemy  is  overpowered  by  superior  force,  the  surrender  operates  in 
the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  eflect,  as  if  he  was  subdued  in 
actual  contest.^  The  third  distinction  is,  that  there  was  a  signal  to 
the  whole  fleet  to  chase  in  this  instance,  and  not  in  The  L'Her- 


>  The  lx>unty  of  head-money  is  given  in  the  Prize  Act,  27th  June,  1805,  in  these 
terms :  **  That  as  a  further  encouragement  to  the  officers,  seamen,  marines,  soldiers,  and 
others,  on  board  his  ^Majesty's  ships  of  war,*  as  also  of  privateers,  to  attack  f  any  ships 
of  war  or  privateers,  belonging  to  the  enemy,  there  be  paid  (to  the  above  enumerated) 
who  shall  have  been  actually  on  board  any  of  his  ^lajcsty's  ships  or  privateers,  at  the 
actual  taking,  sinking,  burning,  or  otherwise  destroying  any  ship  of  war,  &c.,  5/.  for 
ever}'  man  who  was  living  on  board  any  such  ship  so  taken,  &c.,  at  the  beginning  of 
the  attack  or  engagemeunt  between  them." 

This  clau.<e  agrees  with  a  corresponding  clause  in  the  preceding  Prize  Acts,  Tith 
August,  1803,  17th  June,  17!)3,  19th  Geo.  3d,  cap.  G7,  13th  Geo.  2d,  1739,  with  the 
slight  variations  above  noted  in  the  margin.  It  corresponds  also  in  substance,  though 
Dot  precisely  in  form  of  expn>ssion,  with  the  earlier  Prize  Act  of  the  8th  Anne,  1708, 
which  first  estibliithed  this  species  of  bounty.  The  terms  there  used  are,  **And  for  the 
Ihithcr  encouragement  of  such  officers,  &c.,  who  shall  actually  ser\'e  on  board  any  such 
of  bis  Majesty's  ships  of  war,  or  privateers,  as  shall  take  any  ship  of  war,  &c.  There 
shall  be  paid,  to  the  oflicers,  &!•.,  on  boani  such  of  h<*r  Majesty's  ships  in  such  action, 
when  such  ship  of  war  shall  be  taken,  .>/.  for  every  man  on  board  such  ship  so  taken  at 
the  bcffinnin?  of  the  en'ntsrement  between  them." 

n  c  OCT 

In  these  acts  there  is  not  anv  mention  of  the  condition  **  taken  in  fi$[ht,'*  neither  have 
we  an  authority  to  suppose  tliat  such  a  distinction  has  at  any  time  prevailed  in  practice. 
The  term  fight  is  used,  indeed,  in  the  entries  of  the  Court  l^k,  in  the  cases  stated 
supra,  note,  page  209,  and  more  particularly  hy  the  actual  captors,  in  The  Dang^,  in 
rapport  of  their  right  against  a  claim  of  constructive  joint  capture.  But  in  all  the 
instances  in  which  it  occurs,  it  is  used  as  U'tween  the  actual  taker  and  claimants  on 
oonstnictivc  assistance,  ami  not  in  any  case  in  which  the  claim  of  the  actual  captor 
appears  to  have  Ix^en  disputed  on  that  circumstance.  The  usi*  of  the  term  in  the  plead- 
ings and  in  the  language  of  the  court,  may  piThaps  lie  accounted  for,  by  suppo:»ing 
that  it  was  a  form  continued  from  the  older  practice  of  pleading,  in  claims  for  the 
bounty  of  gun-money,  as  given  prior  to  the  statute  of  Anne,  1708,  at  10/.  per  gun, 
expressly  **  for  ships  of  war  taken  in  fight.**  With  respect  to  that,  it  does  appear  from 
an  entrj*  of  the  i:ith  of  March,  1706,  that  **  It  was  onlered  by  the  court,  that  where  the 
captains  of  men-of-war  do  pretend  to  charge  the  (jucen  with  gun-money  for  ships  taken 
in  fight,  such  captains  (if  the  queen's  counsel  insist  upon  it)  are  to  prove  the  capture 
to  be  in  fight,  by  witm-sses,  examined  upon  an  allegation,  where  the  queen's  proctor 
may  have  an  op(K)rtunity  to  cross-examine  the  witnesses." 

Even  this  onler  seems  to  imply  that  the  practice  had  l>een  different ;  an<l  if  it  is  <'on- 
adered  that  the  nile  had  been  thus  brought  under  review  so  recently  as  1 706,  and  that 
in  the  Prize  Act  immediately  following,  in  lTOv*<,  in  which  head-money  was  given  for 
the  first  time,  the  condition  is  altogether  omitted,  we  are  rather  led  to  infer,  that  it  was 
not  even  at  tlmt  time  intended  to  Ik?  continue<l,  as  a  rule  of  construction,  so  as  to  make 
•*  fight,"  in  its  popular  sense,  a  necessary  ingrt^dient  in  claims  for  head-money  on  the 
part  of  the  actual  taker. 

•  AcU  1739  and  1779.    Force.  t  Acts  1803  and  1779.    Take  or  destroy. 
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[  *  243  ]  cule.     *  But  that  objection  is  answered  before,  by  what 
has  been   said  of  the  vessel   that  did    efTectually    chase 
[  •  244  ]  •  by  signal  with  the  actual  taker,  and  yet  was  not  permitted 
to  share.     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  authority  of 
the  adjudged  case  is  decisive  against  this  claim,  and  that  the  allega- 
tion must  be  rejected. 

Laurence  prayed  that  the  expenses  might  be  paid  out  of  the  prize. 

The  Court  asked  if  that  was  consented  to. 

The  King^s  Advocate  said  that  he  had  no  authority  to  consent 

Laurence  said,  that  it  was  always  found  to  be  most  satisfactory  to 
the  parties  and  to  the  whole  fleet  concerned,  that  questions  of  this 
kind  should  be  decided  by  the  authority  of  the  court,  and  though  the 
principle  had  frequently  been  laid  down,  there  had  still  been  a  recni- 
rence  to  the  court 

Court.  I  will  allow  the  expenses  in  this  case ;  but  it  mast  now 
be  understood  that  this  point  is  settled  as  far  as  this  court  can  decide 
it,  and  that  it  must  not  be  mooted  again. 


San  Jose,  De  Sota,  master. 

February  5,  1806. 

Claim  of  joint  capture.    Admission  on  the  part  of  the  captain  of  a  privateer,  at  the  momeat 

of  capture,  liow  far  binding. 

This  was  a  case  of  joint  capture  on  a  claim  of  his  Majesty's  ship 
Euryalus  to  share  with  the  actual  captor,  the  private  ship  of  war  The 
Mayflower,  on  the  suggestion  of  being  in  sight. 

On  the  part  of  the  privateer  —  It  was  denied  that  The  Euryalus 
was  in  sight,  and  on  this  point  the  case  was  argued  much  at  length 
on  the  effect  of  the  evidence. 

[  •  245  ]      In  support  of  the  claim  —  Reliance  was  placed  on  a  *  paper 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  246 


San  Jose.    6  C.  Rob. 


writing,  pleaded  and  exhibited,^  which  the  captain  of  the  priva- 
teer had  signed  as  an  acknowledgment  at  the  time  that  The  Eury- 
alus  was  in  sight 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship,  with  a  valuable  cargo  on  board,  was 
certainly  captured  by  the  privateer,  though  possession  was  afterwards 
taken,  but  not  exclusively,  by  Captain  Blackwood,  of  The  Euryalus, 
under  an  erroneous  opinion,  that  a  king's  ship,  being  in  sight  and  in 
chase,  and  being  entitled  to  a  greater  proportion  of  interest,  from  the 
number  of  her  crew,  had  a  right  to  the  possession.  This  is  certainly 
a  mistaken  notion,  which  has  appeared  in  other  cases,  but  which  will 
no  doubt  in  future  be  corrected.  It  is  a  pretension  against  which 
this  court  will  always  support  the  actual  captor,  unless  some  justify- 
ing necessity  or  expediency  is  shown  in  the  particular  instance. 

The  allegation  states  the  being  in  sight,  and  on  this  simple  fact  it 
ia  that  the  whole  case  depends,  since  there  is  no  question  of  law 
involved  in  it.  The  general  course,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  is,  that  the 
parties  setting  up  a  claim  of  joint  capture,  are  called  upon  to  esta- 
blish their  interest,  and  to  make  out  their  case  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court  But  it  happens,  in  this  instance,  that  the  onus  probandi  is 
shifted,  because  there  is  produced  an  exhibit,  containing  as  direct  an 
acknowledgment  of  the  fact,  on  the  part  of  the  captain  of 
•  the  privateer,  as  can  be  expressed  in  words.  It  is  a  direct  [  *  246  ] 
acknowledgment  reccnti  facto^  and  by  the  captain,  who  is 
empowered  to  act  for  the  owners  and  crew,  as  well  as  for  himself. 
The  effect  of  such  an  instrument  is,  I  think,  conclusive,  to  put  the 
other  party  in  possession  of  every  legal  right,  unless  it  can  be  set 
aside  and  discharged,  by  being  shown  to  have  been  obtained  under 
circumstances  that  will  render  it  invalid.  Whatever  the  truth  of  the 
case  may  be,  every  one  must  perceive,  that  to  make  out  a  case  in 
opposition  to  the  direct  acknowledgment  of  the  party  himself,  must 
be  an  arduous  undertaking.     It  is  no  less  than  this,  that  after  having 


I  I,  P.  Bencst,  master  of  The  Mayflower,  cutter  privateer,  from  Guernsey,  do 
ackDOwIe<l^  tliat  his  ^lajesty's  ship  Eunalus,  commanded  by  the  Honorable  Henry 
Bhckwood,  was  in  chase  of  and  in  sight  of  the  Spanish  ship  San  JoM*f  Andrea,  whom 
we  took  possession  of  about  half  past  nine  oVlock  A.  M.  and  that  the  Mid  ^hip's  boat, 
with  the  first  lieutenant,  boanled  me  at  eleven  oNlock  of  A.  M.  IK  Given  under  my 
band  on  board  his  Majesty's  ship  Euryalus,  3d  March,  180j,  at  sea. 

Witneffi,  Pii.  Bknkst, 

John  Tody,  Purser.  Master  of  The  Mayflower. 

Alexamdkb  Denmark. 
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admitted  the  fact  himself,  the  party  shall  apply  to  the  court  to  draw 
a  different  conclusion,  and  in  the  face  of  an  instrument,  strengthened 
by  the  formalities  of  witnesses,  and  containing  a  direct  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  point  now  put  in  issue. 

It  is  not  easy  to  conceive  a  case,  in  which  this  can  be  effectually 
sustained  in  any  other  manner  than  by  the  proof  of  duress  and  Tio- 
lence,  which  would  vitiate  the  effect  of  the  most  solemn  instrument 
whatever.  It  was  pleaded,  therefore,  in  the  allegation  with  thfa 
intent,  "  That  the  captain  of  the  privateer  remonstrated  against  the 
claim,  and  requested  that  the  Spanish  captain  and  mate  might  be 
examined,  as  to  the  fact,  but  that  Captain  Blackwood  refused,  and 
abused  him  in  very  violent  language,  and  swore  that  he  would  distress 
him  and  have  twenty  more  of  his  men  pressed ;  and  that  seeing  it 
was  impossible  to  avoid  signing  the  same  witlrout  losing  his  crew 
and  his  commission,  and  to  avoid  the  threats  of  Captain  Blackwood, 
he  was  induced  to  sign  the  paper  under  terror."  Supposing  for  a 
moment  that  there  had  been  any  thing  of  that  harshness, 
[  *  247  ]  which  is  sometimes  *  imputed  to  king's  ships  in  their  beha- 
vior to  privateers,  and  which  this  court  will  never  see  in  any 
case  without  animadversion;  admitting  that  Captain  Blackwood 
could  be  guilty  of  so  foul  a  conspiracy,  as  to  endeavor  to  compel  this 
man  by  threats  to  sign  a  paper  in  opposition  to  the  truth,  are  we  to 
suppose  that  there  was  no  firmness  on  his  part  to  resist,  or  that  he 
could  be  ignorant  that  Captain  Blackwood  had  no  authority  to 
deprive  him  of  his  commission,  and  that  if  he  impressed  his  men  fw 
any  malicious  purpose,  not  warranted  by  the  exigencies  of  the  public 
service,  he  would  be  responsible  for  such  misconduct 

Upon  this  part  of  the  charge  that  relates  to  the  pressing  of  his 
men,  it  is  impossible  for  me  to  entertain  the  question,  or  to  judge 
whether  it  was  a  vexatious  act,  or  whether  it  might  not  be  done 
under  circumstances  that  made  it  not  only  justifiable  but  meritorious. 
But  it  is  easy  to  perceive  that  the  consequences  attributed  to  this  act, 
as  a  measure  of  intimidation,  ought  not  to  have  produced  any  such 
effect.  For  what  would  have  been  the  utmost  that  could  have  en- 
sued from  it?  It  might  have  broken  up  the  cruise,  and  have  obliged 
the  captain  to  return  home,  which  is  not  more  than  it  was  his  duty 
and  his  interest  to  have  done.  On  the  capture  of  a  valuable  prize, 
worth  10,000/.,  which  had  been  taken  out  of  his  possession,  it  could 
scarcely  be  felt  as  any  inconvenience  to  have  come  home,  to  obtain 
condemnation  of  the  prize,  and  to  get  the  possession  restored  to  bim; 
at  any  rate,  he  should  have  refused  to  comply  v/ith  such  a  request, 
instead  of  signing  a  paper  of  this  kind,  giving  away  the  interest  of 
himself  and  his  crew.     K  persons  will  appoint  men  of  weak  nerves 
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to  fill  situations  of  this  description,  to  which  they  must,  on 
many  accounts,  be  obviously  unfit,  they  must  take  the  *  con-  [  *  248  ] 
sequences.     But  is  there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  he  was 
a  man  of  this  cast  ?     In  one  instance  it  appears  that  he  had  firmness 
to  resist,  and  that  he  did  actually  refuse  to  sign  the  declaration  in 
the  log-book ;  and,  as  it  is  deposed  by  one  of  the  witnesses,  "  because 
he  said  he  did  not  see  The  Euryalus  himself,  though  he  believed  she 
was  in  sight" 

These  observations  proceed  on  a  supposition  that  the  excuse  is 
trocy  and  that  the  allegation  is  fully  proved.  But  the  fact  is,  that  it 
rests  wholly  in  allegation,  and  is  not  proved  in  any  one  circumstance. 
It  appears,  indeed,  that  there  was  some  discussion  in  the  way  of 
demur  or  reasoning,  but  no  act  of  violence  or  compulsion  is  spoken 
to  by  any  one  witness.  Then  was  there  any  declaration  on  the  part 
of  the  master  to  his  own  crew  at  the  time?  It  is  quite  impossible 
to  suppose  that  he  would  not  have  proclaimed  the  injury  that  had 
been  done  to  him  by  The  Euryalus  as  soon  as  he  came  on  board  his 
own  ship.  Ho  is  indeed  stated  to  have  thrown  out  one  expression  of 
complaint,  —  "  Never  mind,  my  lads,  when  we  get  to  London  we  will 
see  to  whom  the  prize  belongs;"  but  this  is  very  referable  to  the  dis- 
puted right  of  possession  between  them.  It  might,  I  say,  have  been 
expected,  that  a  person  having  been  treated  as  this  master  now 
describes  himself  to  have  been,  would  have  made  a  declaration  as  to 
this  particular  conduct,  and  that  many  of  the  privateer's  crew  would 
have  been  able  to  speak  to  it.  What  makes  the  inference  from  this 
silence  so  much  the  stronger  is,  that  complaints  are  made  of  other  parts 
of  Captain  Blackwood's  conduct ;  yet,  when  the  parties  come  before 
the  court  to  obtain  possession  of  the  prize,  there  is  no  mention  of  this 
injury.  There  is  no  protest,  nor  any  notice  taken  of  it  in 
any  manner  but  in  the  *  responsive  allegation,  and  then  it  is  [  *  249  ] 
in  no  manner  substantiated  in  proof. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  etfeet  of  this  acknowledgment  not  being 
taken  off,  is  evidence  of  the  highest  species,  reccnii  farto^  coming 
from  the  principal  person  himself,  and  that  it  is  scarcely  to  be  averred 
against.  I  do  not  say  that,  if  there  had  been  any  collusion  between 
the  king's  ship  and  the  captain  of  the  privateer,  it  is  such  an  instru- 
ment as  would  have  been  binding  on  the  owners  and  crew.  But 
there  is  no  such  suggestion,  and  therefore  tliere  is  no  reason  to  enter 
upon  the  discussion  of  such  a  case.  Taking  the  acknowledgment 
to  be  unimpeached,  1  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  decisive. 

But  the  case  does  not  rest  here ;  for  I  think  that,  on  the  general 
result  of  the  evidence,  both  as  to  the  probability  and  the  facts  stated, 
The  Euryalus  must  have  been  in  sight.     The  evidence  in  preparatory 
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contains  a  direct  assertion  "that  she  was  in  sight;"  and  without 
going  through  the  minute  observations  which  have  been  made  on 
the  position  of  the  vessels,  and  the  state  of  the  winds,  which  the 
effect  of  the  acknowledgment  before  discussed  renders  unnecessary, 
I  think  there  is  something  in  the  very  detailed  and  circumstantial 
account  given  by  the  releasing  witnesses,  which  places  them  rather  in 
a  more  favorable  situation  of  credit  than  is  usually  ascribed  to  wit- 
nesses of  that  description.  Upon  the  whole,  all  the  particulars  con- 
firm me  in  the  impression  which  I  have  entertained  throughout  the 
whole  of  the  case,  that  the  paper  contains  a  true  representation  d 
the  fact,  and  that  The  Euryalus  is  entitled  to  share. 


[  * 250 ]  •The  Ebenezer,  Christensen,  master. 

February  8,  1806. 

Continaous  voyage,  in  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy,  with  the  colorable  interpositioa  of  a 

neatral  port,  —  fraudulent.*    Penalty  of  confiscation. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  Prussian  ship,  with  a  cargo  of  wine  and 
brandy,  taken  on  a  voyage  from  Embden  to  Antwerp.  The  bills  of 
lading  described  the  cargo  to  have  been  laden  at  Embden,  whereas 
it  came  out  in  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses,  "  that  the  wine  and 
brandy  had  been  brought  immediately  from  Bordeaux,  and  had  not 
been  unladen,  but  had  sailed  again  in  three  days  with  a  new  clear- 
ance to  Antwerp." 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King^^s  Advocate  and  Phillismore 
contended  —  That  the  voyage  was,  in  effect  and  substance,  to  be 
considered  as  a  voyage  between  Bordeaux  and  Antwerp,  in  the 
coasting  trade  of  France,  and  as  a  continuous  voyage,  notwithstand- 
ing the  colorable  interposition  of  a  neutral  port ;  that  the  papers, 
purporting  the  lading  to  have  been  put  on  board  at  Embden,  were 
false  ;  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it  was  a  case  in  the  coasting 
trade  of  the  enemy  with  false  papers,  and,  as  such,  subject  to  con- 
demnation. 


*  [For  note  as  to  continaity  of  voyages,  see  The  William,  5  C.  Bob.  365.] 


HIGH    COURT   OF  ADMIRALTY.  251 

The  Ebonczcr.    6  C.  Rob. 


On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Lciurence  and  Robinson  contended  — 
That  the  description  given  of  the  cargo  "laden  at  Embden"  would 
not  affect  the  case  with  falsehood  of  the  nature  of  fraud,  although  in 
fact  the  goods  had  never  been  unladen ;  that  the  term  laden  might 
be  used  as  the  ordinary  custom-bouse  plirase,  without  design  of 
imposing  upon  any  person  by  that  representation,  as  it  bad 
occurred  in  a  case  before  in  *  the  same  sense  ;  ^  that  the  prin-  [  *251  ] 
ciple  of  extending  to  the  ulterior  destination  the  conse- 
qaences  of  a  continuous  voyage,  had  never  been  applied  but  in  colo- 
nial cases,  and  there,  only  to  obviate  and  counteract  the  stratagems 
of  fraud  and  color  wliich  were  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  eflfecting, 
by  circuitous  voyages,  that  whicli  was  known  and  acknowledged  to 
be  illegal  in  a  direct  course ;  that  when  colonial  restrictions  did  not 
apply,  produce  brouglit  from  settlements  of  the  enemy,  as  from  the 
Isle  of  France,  and  going  on  to  the  mother  country,  have  not  been 
held  subject  to  particular  inquiry  respecting  the  nature  of  their  im- 
portation or  the  slightness  of  their  connection  with  America ;  that 
this  transaction,  if  considered  as  a  continuous  voyage,  would  not 
support  the  principle,  since  it  was  a  voyage  which  was  not  illegal  in 
the  direct  course,  and  would  not  have  drawn  any  penal  consequences 
upon  the  property ;  that  there  was  nothing  to  show  that  it  was  a 
continuous  voyage,  going  on  under  an  original  design,  or  that  the 
nlterior  voyage  had  not  originated  in  fresh  speculations,  after  the 
cargo  had  been  bond  fide  imported  into  Embden  ;  that  on  these 
grounds  the  court  would  dismiss  this  ground  of  objection,  as  it  did 
in  another  case.  The  Martha  Van  Comminga,^  in  which  it  was 
nrged,  and  in  which  farther  proof  was  directed  to  be  made  of  the 
property. 

•Judgment.  [•252] 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  court  has  held,  that  the  carrying 
on  the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy  with  false  papers  is 
cause  of  condemnation  ;^  and  *  whatever  may  be  the  decla-  [  *  253  ] 


1  Si'hoono  Sophie,  August  1,  180.>.  A  Prussian  Tcssel,  from  KiulNlcn  to  Antwcq>, 
with  colonial  product*,  brought  from  the  ii^lanil  of  St.  UarthuIomcWf  or,  as  it  was  argued 
on  grounds  of  probability  and  suspii'ion,  origincilly  from  a  French  island,  liaving  laid 
five  weeks  in  the  port  of  Kmbden  without  U'ing  unladen. 

The  court  refused  to  direct  further  pnK»f,  but  r^'stored  the  cargo;  ol><orving,  that 
there  did  not  appear  to  1>e  any  intention  of  im|)osing  a  false  impression  res{iecting  the 
ihipment  or  the  nature  of  tlie  cargo. 

3  Sept.  13,  1805. 

*  In  addition  to  the  traces  of  ancient  practice,  respecting  the  coasting  trade  of  the 
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rations  of  France,  which  have  been  alluded  to,  as  holding 
[  *  254  ]  out  assurances,  that  *  foreign  vessels  shall  be  admitted  into 


enemy,  collected  p.  74,  two  other  instances  are  here  to  be  noted,  which  may  acrrc 
materially  to  elucidate  some  of  the  facts  submitted  in  the  former  note. 

The  first  is  to  be  found  in  Sir  William  Temple's  Letters  from  the  Hagae,  in  the 
year  1674,  on  a  demand  made  for  the  restitution  of  the  English  ship  Rebecca,  whick 
had  been  captured,  we  may  suppose,  on  a  voyage  between  ports  of  France.  In  a  let' 
ter  of  the  6th  of  November,  1674,  he  gives  an  account  of  what  passed  between  him  and 
the  Grand  Pensioner ;  from  which  it  appears,  that  the  states  of  Holland  then  contended 
for  the  principle  of  exclusion,  on  the  authority  of  general  reasoning,  and  the  pr»- 
tice  of  nations ;  whilst  Sir  William  Temple  argued  for  the  more  extended  interpretitioo 
of  the  late  Dutch  treaty.  "  The  heads  of  his  (the  Grand  Pensioner's)  argument,  were 
the  judgment  he  pretended  of  several  authors  upon  the  point,  the  practice  of  Fnnee 
and  Spain,  and  Sweden  with  them,  and  ours,  at  the  time  of  his  late  Majesty  and  King 
James ;  which  he  undertook  to  give  examples  of;  and,  lastly,  '  that  it  could  not  be  tlie 
meaning  to  drive  an  enemy's  trade,  but  only  to  preserve  a  friend's.*"  To  this  Sir  Wil- 
liam Temple  replies,  "  That  he  did  not  much  regard  the  opinions  of  general  wiiten  on 
these  subjects,  &c.  That  for  the  practice  of  other  kings  with  them,  it  was  no  role  te 
them  with  his  Majesty.  That  for  the  practice  the  Grand  Pensioner  offered  to  pro- 
duce on  our  parts  in  his  late  Majesty's  time,  he  should  be  content  to  see  it,  bat  could 
tell  how  it  would  not  square  with  the  present  case ;  since  it  was  grounded  upon  articles 
never  in  force  between  his  Majesty  and  this  state,  till  the  treaty  of  Breda."  "  After  t 
long  and  warm  debate,"  he  says,  "  I  gained  from  the  pensioner,  that,  for  his  own  part, 
he  was  content  that  it  should  be  as  I  desired  it,  since  the  king  understood  it  so,  and  it 
was  to  be  reciprocal  between  us."  See  the  letter  at  length,  Sir  William  Temple'i 
Works,  vol.  ii.  p.  313,  314. 

And  again,  August,  13,  1675.  "  I  fell  afterwards  into  the  discourse  of  the  twopointi 
our  late  marine  treaty  is  still  a  little  lame  in ;  the  liberty  of  trade  from  enemy's  to 
enemy's  port;  and,  the  manner  of  revision." 

**  After  opening  the  whole  matter,  and  reading  at  last  the  declaration  as  you  bid 
drawn  it  up,  I  prevailed  with  him  to  fall  in  with  it,  upon  these  conditions ;  *  That,  on 
our  side,  it  should  not  extend  to  any  thing  that  happened  before  the  last  war;  and, on 
their  side,  it  should  extend  to  the  release  of  all  taken  upon  that  pretence  since  the  last 
peace.'  And  the  first  of  these  I  was  easy  in,  because  I  knew  very  well,  there  could  be 
no  case  that  concerned  it  before  the  last  war,  when  both  we  and  they  were  in  peace 
with  all  our  neighbors,  from  the  first  conclusion  of  this  article,  in  1C68,  till  the  last  war 
began.  Hereupon  he  resolved,  (though  it  cannot  be  absolutely  concluded  till  an 
assembly  of  the  states  of  Holland,)  however,  to  propose  it  to  the  states-general,  and 
endeavor  to  have  it  agreed  by  them,  under  the  approbation  of  the  states  of  Holland  at 
their  next  assembly,  which  will  be  about  a  month  or  five  weeks  hence."    Ibid.  p.  834. 

Another  instance  occurs  in  1691,  when  Denmark  and  Sweden,  having  entered  into 
certain  stipulations  for  the  protection  of  their  commerce  against  the  countries  then  at 
war,*  an  ordinance  was  issued  by  the  government  of  Denmark,  for  the  regulation  of 
the  trade  of  Danish  subjectSjf  which  seems  to  have  led  to  a  treaty  between  that  state  and 
England  and  Holland,  then  allied  against  France,  "  touchant  le  commerce  en  France,'* 
of  which  the  third  article  stipulated : 

*  10th  March,  1G91,  and  again  17th  March,  1693.       1 19th  May,  1691.       1 30th  Jane,  1691- 
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thi^  coiistiiig  tnide  of  that  country,  as  a  permanent  regulation 

that  yhall  'continue  a  century,  and  tliis,  notwithstanding  all  [  *  255  ] 

the  changes  that  have  taken  place  during  the  last  fifteen 


"  Que  dtins  K'S  vaisseaux  Danois  il  ne  sera  trouv^  aucunc  niarchandisc  cnneiiiie,  &  sera 
transport^e  dos  Ilavres  de  France  en  d'autres,  mais  seront  ohlig^Sf  lour  car^ai.<on  ^Mnt 
fatte,  de  les  conduin.*  des  villus  &  pLices  refisortissantes  sous  la  doniinfition  desa  Majesty 
dc  Dannomarc  allant  ^k  rcvenant,  en  la  nianicre  qu*il  a  cy-<Ievant  6tt*  offert  k  leurs 
hautes  puissances  par  sa  ^lajest^  de  Suede  &  comnie  la  susditc  ofl*re  n*a  {Mis  eonnuc 
ja8C|ues  a  pretsent,  a  Uen  vuula  consentir  au  susdit  article  ad  intirim  ut  supra,  ])our  lo 
terns  dc  huit  a  neufmois  enstortc,  neanmoins  que  par  \k  il  ne-sera  fait  aucun  prejudice 
k  la  navi«ration  des  snjets  jiour  les  places  neutres.*' 

In  December  of  that  year,  the  same  principle  was  more  fully  extended,  in  the  fol- 
lowing additional  articles,  termed,  Articles  d' Amplification  et  Kxplication : 

3d.  **  Quemadmodum  in  dicta;  conventionis  articulo  S''  conventum  est,  quod  navibus 
ad  lereui^tsimi  et  i>otentiMMmi  Daniac  &  Norvegio;  ri'gis  suUlitos  ]x;rtinentibus,  non 
liceat  merces  ullas  screnissimi  &  pot<'ntis:simi  regis  I^Li^rna*  iirittaniae,  aut  Cel.  & 
Pra*p.  Onlinum  (lenenilium  Uniti  Bel;n  hostibus  proprias,  ex  uno  |)ortu  (lallico 
in  alium  Tehere  &  trani^ferrc ;  histre  pnesi'ntibus  insu{H.>r  declaratur,  dtcti  articuli 
Terum  Sc  ^nuinum  sensum  esse,  qucKl  navibus  iinedictiii,  nii^i  mercilms  omnis  generic 
plane  vacua*  fuerint,  nequa  (|uam  licitum,  erit,  ex  uno  |K>rtu  (lallico  in  alium 
aavigare  &  transire,  nisi  evcniat  ut  inte<;rum  navium  i:«tarum  onus  in  uno  ]>ortu 
divcndi  non  i)os»it,  quoca<u  illis  libiTum  crit,  qmxlde  ont>re  lux:  supcn>iit,<livendenflum 
in  alium  portum  transveherc  &  transi)ortan>.** 

4th.  "  Quod  dicti  3'  articuli  census  ulterior  sit  ut  naves  suUlitorum  serenissimi  & 
potcntiKsimi  regis  I)<iniu;  &  Xorvegiic  in  Cralliam  navigatune  in  ]M)rtubus  juriiwlictiuiii 
Imperii  Ilomani  aut  partium  bello  prssenti  implicitanim,  subjcctis  non  onen-ntur;  si'd 
ex  |)ortnlms  si'renissimi  regis  I)ani»  ^c  Norvegi;p  extra  imperium,  aut  ctiam  mari 
Baltieo  riH'ta  versus  |)<)rtum  dc^tinatum  in  Ciallia  vela  fai.'en*  ^:  curium  pniMMpii,  indequc 
rei*ta  etiani  via  revt'Fti  teneantur ;  nee  eundo  vel  redeundo  ad  partium  dictarum  oras 
appellerc,  iliidem  morari,  earumqne  portus  ingri'di  ullo  nuHlo  lirebit;  nisi  vitem]M'statis 
manifesti  ad  id  fuerint  coactan,  &  in  hoc  casu,  sicut  merces  in  (iallinm  veliendas  ibidem 
non  oaeraro,  ita  nee  e  (talliaadvectjis  ibidem  exoneran*  poterunt.'* 

Tlie  sulistince  of  this  stipulatitm  wa^;  continued  in  the  succeeding  war,  as  part  of  the 
general  instructions  to  cruisers,  11th  May.  17«h;. 

'•  That  Danish  ships  biding  fumishctl  with  ni'cessary  pas^jwrts,  together  with  the 
authentic  certificates  ndating  to  the  o;iths  required  by  the  convention  with  Denmark 
the  form  of  which  ]>ass{>ort  and  oaths  are  hereunto  annexed  :  and  there  being  no  sus- 
picion of  their  having  naval  stores  on  bo«ird,  nuiy  ]»iLv;  freely  ;  excejit  such  shi{is  have 
not  disposeil  of  their  whole  lailing  in  the  fir>t  iM>rt  of  l-Vance  where  they  touched,  but, 
together  with  tlie  remainder  ot'  their  lading,  have  taken  in  other  go(Hl>  in  the  fin»t  jMirt 
of  Franco,  and  are  pnK'ceding  towanls  another  place  within  the  territories  ut'  the 
French  king  with  the  same ;  and  also  except  in  the  cases  IxMbre-mentioned."  To  whit  h 
wai  additl,  as  i>art  of  the  oath  prescril»ed  to  be  made  by  Danish  shipniiizfters,  on  obtain- 
ing their  passports,  the  tbllowing  tunn: 

'•  That  the  said  ship  shall  not  carry  any  goo<ls  wliatsoever  to  France,  which  were 
liken  in  at  any  plau'es  subject  to  the  empire,  or  to  the  i»arties  now  in  war ;  nor  i>hali 
nnlade  any  goods,  once  laden  in  France,  in  any  other  jwrt  of  Franco,  or  in  the  >aid 
plated  subject  to  the  empire,  or  to  the  said  parties  now  in  war,  in  her  return,  if  by 
chance  she  ihould  be  compelled,  by  stress  of  weather,  to  put  into  such  places." 

15  • 
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years,  this  court  will  certainly  not  act  upon  the  credit  of  such  decla- 
rations, but  will  adhere  to  its  own  principle,  that  the  carrying  on 
the  coasting  trade  of  the  enemy  with  false  papers,  subjects  the  pro- 
perty to  confiscation. 

It  is  not  to  be  doubted,  I  think,  that  the  original  scheme  of  this 
voyage  was  from  Bordeaux  to  Antwerp ;  and  upon  the  ground  which 
has  been  pressed  in  argument,  the  very  short  stay  in  the  port  of  Emb- 
den.  The  ship  arrived  there  on  the  8th  July,  and  sailed  again  upon 
the  llth,  after  a  stay  of  only  three  days.  But  this  is  not  all;  fori 
perceive  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  dated  on  the  9th,  on  the  very  next 
day  after  the  arrival.  Am  I  rash,  then,  in  concluding  from  this  cir- 
cumstance, that  the  original  intention  of  the  voyage  was  from  Bo^ 
deaux  to  Antwerp  ?  Very  different  is  it  from  the  case,  which  has  been 
cited,  in  which  the  ship  had  been  lying  three  weeks  in  Embden.  That 
material  fact  afforded  time  for  new  speculations,  and  rendered  it  equi- 
vocal at  least,  whether  the  ulterior  voyage,  which  was  afterwards 
pursued,  did  not  spring  from  some  change  of  intention,  which  had 
taken  place  in  the  mind  of  the  owner.  Here,  on  the  contrary, 
[  •  256  ]  it  is  fairly  to  be  presumed,  from  the  hurry  in  *  which  the 
business  was  conducted,  so  as  not  to  leave  time  for  a  new 
charter-party,^  that  the  destination  to  Antwerp  was  the  plan  of  the 
original  voyage ;  as  such,  it  is  to  be  considered,  for  all  purposes  of 
reasonable  construction,  as  a  voyage  from  Bordeaux  to  Antwerp. 

It  is  said,  that  there  has  been  no  fraud  practised ;  that  the  parties 
were  doing  no  more  than  they  might  have  done  in  a  direct  way.  But 
is  it  no  fraud  ?  Is  it  not  rather  a  double  fraud,  to  represent  the  voy- 
age from  Bordeaux  to  have  been  to  Embden,  and  the  voyage  to  Ant- 
werp to  have  been  from  a  neutral  port  ?  Is  the  holding  out  Embden 
as  one  of  tlie  terms  of  each  voyage,  nothing  to  lull  to  sleep  the  sus- 
picions of  British  cruisers  ?  And  when  I  say  suspicions,  I  mean  legal 
suspicions,  as  to  the  presumption  of  enemies'  property,  and  the  rules 
under  which  that  presumption  would  become  a^subject  of  more  rigor- 
ous investigation.  Deceit  was  practised,  as  to  the  destination;  and 
I  must  think  a  fraudulent  deceit,  for  the  express  purpose  of  evading 
the  jealousy  and  vigilaiice,  with  which  a  direct  destination  in  such  a 
trade  would  have  been  considered ;  I  shall,  therefore,  reject  this 
claim. 

The  ship  had  been  restored  by  consent,  but  the  King's  Advocate 


^  The  master  had  said,  "  that  on  his  arrival  he  was  ordered  to  go  on  nnder  a  Kt 
verbal  agreement  as  to  the  freight,  as  there  was  no  time  for  a  regular  charter-ptrtf. 
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prayed  the  court  to  pronounce  against  the  claim  of  freight  and 
expenses. 

Court.  I  shall  not  do  that,  because  it  is  possible  that  the  owner 
of  the  ship  might  not  be  conusant  of  the  intention  under  which  the 
original  destination  was  continued. 

Freight  and  expenses  given. 


•INSTANCE  COURT.  CaS?] 

La  Damc  Cecile,  Barret,  master. 

Fcbniary  28,  1806. 

jio  sUtcs,  token  to  Borbodocs  for  importation,  if  under  the  restriction  of  the  revenue 

laws  ?     Ilcstorcd.i 

This  was  a  case  on  appeal  from  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of  Bar- 
badoes,  as  to  a  prize  ship  and  cargo  of  slaves,  which  had  been  seized 
by  the  garrison  of  (xorce,  who  tooiv  the  usual  examinations,  and  for- 
warded them,  with  the  ship  papers,  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
for  adjudication,  where  the  ship  and  cargo  were  condemned.  They 
were,  in  the  mean  time,  sold  to  a  British  merchant,  who  sent  them  to 
the  island  of  Barbadocs  for  sale.  On  their  arrival  in  that  port,  a 
seizure  was  made,  and  proceedings  were  instituted  against  tiie  ship 
and  cargo,  as  imported  into  a  British  island  in  violation  of  the  26tb  ^ 
and  29th  ^  Geo.  3,  and  a  sentence  was  pronounced  upon  them. 

In  support  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  below,  the  Kingf^s  Advocate 
and  Arnold  contended  —  That  it  was  a  case  similar  to  The  Eole,*  and 
was,  on  the  same  principle,  subject  to  condemnation,  as  a  breach  of 
the  Navigation  Act,  and  also  of  the  act^  passed  for  the  regulations 
of  the  slave  trade,  which  prohibited  British  subjects  from  carrying  on 
that  trade  othenvise  than  under  certain  restrictions  therein  specified, 
and  in  vessels  which  had  been  fitted  out  from  the  ports  of  London, 


1  [Prize  property  is  not  liable  to  forfeiture  under  importation  laws  as  other  property. 
The  Rapid,  1  Gall.  295 ;  The  Liverpool  Hero,  2  Gall.  188,  181».] 

•  C.  60.  •  C.  80.  *  Supra.  *  39  G.  3,  c.  60,  §  39. 
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Liverpool,  or  Bristol ;  that  if  the  breach  of  the  acts  of  parliament 
could,  in  any  case,  be  justified  by  circumstances  of  necessity,  no  such 

excuse  could  be  pretended  in  this  instance,  since  it  would 
[  *  258  ]  *  have  been  an  easy  expedient  for  the  purchasers  to  have 

sent  the  cargo  for  sale  to  some  neutral  island. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Laurence  and  Swabey  contended— 
That  the  statutes  under  which  this  ship  and  cargo  had  been  con- 
demned in  the  court  below,  were  meant  only  for  the  regulation  of  the 
ordinary  trade  of  British  merchants,  and  that  they  did  not  apply  to 
cases  of  prize ;  that  the  purchasers,  in  this  instance,  stood  preciselj 
in  the  place  of  the  original  captors,  and  had  interposed  only  for  the 
purpose  of  bringing  the  prize  to  sale,  which  the  captors* themselves, 
being  the  garrison  of  Goree,  were  incapable  of  doing ;  that  in  this 
respect  it  differed  materially  from  the  case  lately  decided,  in  which 
the  property  in  question  was  not  prize  property,  but  only  the  proceeds 
of  prize  which  had  been  acquired  by  the  captors  in  traffic  on  the 
coast  of  Africa ;  that  with  respect  to  prize  goods,  under  the  Naviga- 
tion Act,^  an  exception  had  always  been  allowed  in  favor  of  captors, 
or  those  purchasing  of  them,  under  the  advice  of  the  law  officers  of 
the  crown.2 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  case  comes  by  appeal  from  the  Vice-Admi- 
ralty Court  of  Barbadoes,  where  the  ship  and  cargo,  being  undoubt- 
edly a  French  prize,  were  condemned  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue 
laws.     It  appears  that  the  ship  had  been  seized  at  Goree  by  the  gar- 
rison of  that  place,  who  proceeded  to  take  some  short  depositions, 
which  were  transmitted  to  this  court,  and  on  which  condemnation 
has  since  passed  to  the  crown,  as  of  a  prize  taken  by  non-commis- 
sioned persons.     The  ship  and  cargo  were  sold  on  the  coast 
[  *  259  ]  of  Africa  to  the  present  claimant,  who  sent  them  to  *  the  Bri- 
tish market  at  Barbadoes.    On  their  arrival,  the  custom-house 
officer,  looking  only  to  the  fact  of  importation,  proceeded  against 
them  for  a  breach  of  the  revenue  laws,  and  on  that  ground  they  have 
been  condemned,  in  the  usual  proportions,  to  the  crown,  the  governor, 
and  the  actual  seizor. 

On  appeal,  the  sentence  of  the  court  below  is  not  sustained  on  the 
part  of  the  crown,  but  an  appearance  has  been  given  for  the  governor 
and  the  seizor.     The  offence  alleged  to  have  been  committed  against 


^  Sect.  15.  ^  Reeves  on  Shipping,  p.  254. 
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the  revenue,  is  stated  to  arise  from  an  importation,  contrary  to  the 
26th*  and  39th  ^  of  his  present  Majesty,  which  prohibits  the  importa- 
tion of  slaves,  except  in  ships  fitted  out  in  London,  Liverpool,  and 
Bristol.  After  some  fluctuation  of  opinion,  I  am  disposed  to  reverse 
the  sentence  of  the  court  below ;  th'ough,  at  the  same  time,  I  think 
that  the  judge  acted  perfectly  right  on  the  facts  which  were  in  evi- 
dence before  him. 

The  ship  and  cargo  were  seized  by  the  garrison  of  Goree  as  prize. 
The  captors  could  not  bring  them  in  person  to  adjudication,  for  they 
could  not  move  from  their  station ;  and  it  was  impossible  that  such  a 
cargo  could  find  a  market  anywhere  but  in  tlie  West  Indies.     The 
more  regular  mode  of  proceeding  would  have  been  for  those  who 
purchased,  and  who  may  have  been  considered  to  have  acted  as 
agents  of  the  captors,  to  have  carried  the  vessel  and  cargo  to  Barba- 
does  as  prize  for  adjudication.     If  they  had  gone  there  for  that  pur- 
pose, no  question  could   have  arisen  respecting  them.     Because,  it 
being  the  case  of  a  prize  ship,  neither  the   Navigation  Act^  nor  the 
Middle  Passage  Act  would,  in  their  ordinary  operation,  apply 
to  it.     But  when  *  the  caus»e  came  on  before  the  court  below,  [  *  260  ] 
the  vessel  was  in  the  iiands  of  other  persons  tiian  the  cap- 
tor*, and  no  proof  could  be  alForded  that  any  proceedings  of  prize 
had  anywhere  been  instituted. 

It  now  appears,  from  the  records  of  tiiis  court,  that  there  has  been 
a  condemnation^  regularly  obtained  in  this  court,  upon  the  deposi- 
tions and  ship-papers  sent  here,  and  upon  claim  given  for  the  ship 
and  cargo  as  the  property  of  sundry  por^'ons  of  Hamburg,  and  there- 
fore there  is  no  longer  any  ground  to  impute  fraudulent  intention,  or 
any  culpable  irregularity  to  the  captors,  although  they  might,  i>erhap8, 
have  proceeded  in  a  more  convenient  manner.  The  intention  of 
bringing  the  case  to  adjudication  in  this  court,  could  not  be  known 
to  the  judge  below,  except  by  the  assertion  of  the  parties,  on  which 
alone  he  could  not  judicially  depend.  lie  was,  therefore,  fully  justi- 
fied in  pronouncing  the  sentence  which  has  passed. 

But  in  the  way  in  which  I  now  consider  the  transaction,  as  a  con- 
version, preceding  the  condemnation,  indeed,  but  rendered  absolutely 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  this  particular  cargo  to  its 
proper  use ;  seeing  that  every  thing  has  been  done  innocently,  and 
Without  fraud,  I  am  of  opinion  that  these  goods  are  to  be  considered 
as  prize  goods,  within  the  protection  of  the  law,  and  that  there  has 
been  no  importation  in  contravention  of  the  acts  relied  on,  which  can 


1  C.  60.  «  C.  80,  8.  39.  »  Sect.  15.  •  Sept.  10,  1801. 
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properly  be  deemed  a  violation  of  the  law ;  I  shall,  therefore,  decree 
the  property  to  be  restored  to  the  claimants,^  on  payment  of  the  full 
expenses  which  the  seizor  has  incurred. 


[  •261  ]  •  L'Amitie,  Villeneuve. 

February  21, 1806. 

Jbint  capture .    Claim  on  the  part  of  privateers  to  share  with  king's  ships,  on  iHitt  tens 

maintainable.^ 

Tins  was  a  case  of  joint  capture  on  the  claims  of  two  privateers, 
The  Lark  and  General  Coote,  to  share  in  the  prize  made  by  his 
Majesty's  ship  Gannet. 

In  support  of  this  claim  of  joint  capture,  Laurence  and  Swabeg, 
This  is  a  claim  advanced  by  two  privateers,  who  were  of  force  and 
size  3  sufficient  to  have  effected  the  actual  capture.  It  is,  therefore, 
materially  distinguished  from  those  cases  in  which  the  court  has  held, 
that  the  act  of  small  vessels  coming  in  sight  of  a  chase,  and  dogging 
a  ship  of  war  which  is  in  pursuit  of  a  prize,  shall  not  entitle  a  priva- 
teer to  share  as  a  constructive  joint  captor.  In  respect  to  The  Lark, 
the  claim  is  founded  on  the  important  fact  of  having  been  previously 
in  chase.  It  is  pleaded,  and  not  denied,  that  she  had  been  in  sight 
of  the  prize  from  between  four  and  five  o'clock,  P.  AL  She  had 
endeavored  to  work  to  the  northward  in  chase,  to  come  up  with  tbe 
prize.  The  capture  took  place  about  7  P.  M.,  and  it  is  stated  by  one 
witness,  Baker,  who  was  on  board  The  Gannet,  having  been  pressed 
from  The  General  Coote,  that  The  Gannet  did  not  make  sail  towards 

the  prize,  in  consequence  of  the  information  received  from 
[  *  262  ]  The  General  Coote,  till  about  •  balf  past  five.     It  has  never 

yet  been  decided,  that,  in  such  a  case,  the  mere  intervention 


i  Tlic  ship  and  cargo  of  thirty-three  slaves  was  claimed  for  Mr.  Powel,  of  LiTcrpool, 
and  six  slaves  for  an  ofHcer  of  the  garrison  at  Goree. 

2  [For  cases  as  to  joint  capture,  sec  La  Virginie,  5  C.  Rob.  124 ;  The  Nordstein* 
1  Acton,  128,  note.] 

8  The  force  of  the  several  vessels  was,  The  Gannet,  16  guns,  85  men ;  The  Lark,  5< 
tons,  4  three-pounders,  14  men  ;  The  General  Coote,  48  tons,  8  three  and  six-poiiockzs, 
20  men.    The  prize,  2  long  four-pounders,  14  men. 
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of  a  »hip  of  war,  making  the  actual  capture,  should  defeat  the  claim 
of  the  privateer.  It  is  not  a  case  of  mere  constructive  assistance, 
bat  of  actual  coiiperation  of  the  most  unsuspicious  kind,  inasmuch 
as  the  ^privateer  had  indicated  an  intention,  and  had  exerted  her 
efforts  to  make  the  capture,  when  alone,  and  before  the  king's  ship 
came  in  sight.  The  chase  was  pursued  on  the  part  of  The  Lark,  to 
the  moment  of  the  capture  ;  but  it  is  said,  that  she  then  disclaimed 
any  interference,  by  omitting  to  send  out  a  boat,  and  that  she  turned 
about  and  steered  olf.  The  court  will  perceive  that  this  conduct  is 
not  to  be  attributed  to  any  intention  of  abandoning  the  prize,  but  to 
a  very  different  reason.  It  is  sworn  that  the  situation  of  The  Lark 
was  such,  at  the  time  of  capture,  as  would  have  brought  her  within 
the  range  of  The  Gannet's  guns  if  she  bad  approached,  and  that  when 
the  prize  was  secured,  she  declined  to  interpose  farther,  from  fear  of 
having  her  men  pressed  by  the  king's  ship.  It  is  cstablisthed  in  evi- 
dence, that  she  had  been  in  chase  before,  that  she  was  in  a  situation 
to  have  made  the  capture  alone,  and  that  her  only  reason  for  not 
coming  up,  at  the  moment  of  seizure,  proceeded  from  another  cause, 
which  will  not  affect  the  right  to  share.  In  no  ease  has  it  been  held 
that  a  joint  captor  is  obliged  to  send  men  on  board  the  prize.  On 
the  contrary,  tiiere  iiave  been  cases  in  which  the  court  has  pronounced 
for  the  joint  interest,  notwithstanding  that  no  such  precaution  was 
observed.  In  the  case  of  The  Eendraught,  March  14,  1788, 
that  omission  *  had  occurred,  though  the  claim  of  joint  [  *  263  ] 
capture  was  sustained.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  actual  captor,  the  Kififf^s  Advocate  and  Arnold 
adverted  to  the  facts  which  had  been  fully  detailed  in  the  opening, 
and  contended,  that  as  to  Tht;  General  Coote,  that  vessel  had  never 
been  in  chase ;  that  the  pretensions  on  her  part  were  altogether  so 
unfounded  as  to  entitle  the  actual  captor  to  the  costs  of  this  proceed- 
ing oil  that  claim.  As  to  The  Lark,  no  fact  of  actual  assistance  was 
shown,  sufficient  to  support  a  claim  on  the  part  of  a  privateer.  If 
any  intention  had  been  entertained  of  attempting  the  actual  capture, 
it  had  been  abandoned  by  The  Lark,  which  had  sailed  away,  and  did 
not  put  in  any  claim  till  her  arrival  in  port,  when  she  heard  that  the 
prize,  which  was  sailing  under  American  colors  at  the  time  of  cap- 
ture, and  might  have  been  relinquished  on  that  account,  was,  in  fact, 
a  French  vessel,  and  a  prize  of  considerable  value.     The  circum- 


1  The  argument  as  to  The  Goneral  Cootc  la  hero  oniittoil,  as  the  circumstance:*  relied 
were  of  a  Tcry  remote  beann<;,  and  arc  noticed  in  the  judgment,  which  pronounces 
agUDst  the  claim  coostructed  on  them. 


264  CASES  DETERMINED  IN  THE 

L'Amitie.    6  C.  Bob. 


stances  relied  on  as  an  excuse  for  this  conduct,  were,  in  sonae  respect, 
untrue,  and  altogether  insufEcient.  No  apprehension  could  have 
been  entertained  from  the  guns  of  The  Gannet,  as  there  was  only  one 
gun-shot  fired,  and  that  fell  above  a  mile  from  The  Lark.  As  to  the 
fear  of  losing  her  men,  it  was,  in  its  nature,  not  an  excuse  that  could 
afford  any  justification.     As  long  as  the  policy  of  the  law  recognizes 

the  legality  of  impressing,  a  privateer  is  not  at  liberty  to  set 
[  *  264  ]  •  up  an  apprehension  derived  from  the  legal  liability  of  her 

situation  as  an  excuse  for  not  doing  an  act  which  is  other* 
wise  required  of  her.  If  the  privateer  was  at  liberty  to  avoid  the 
occasion  of  falling  in  with  the  king's  ship,  the  parties  must  at  least 
choose  between  the  two  difficulties  —  either  of  incurring  the  risk  to 
which  they  were  by  law  exposed,  or,  if  they  declined  to  come  up,  of 
taking  that  alternative,  with  the  consequences  attending  it  —  among 
the  rest,  with  the  consequence  of  abandoning  their  claim  of  joint 
capture. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  claim  on  the  part  of  two  privateers  to 
share  in  a  prize  which  is  admitted  to  have  been  actually  taken  by  his 
Majesty's  ship  Gannet.  The  rule  of  law  on  this  subject,  which  has 
been  long  established  in  this  court  and  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  vari- 
ous cases,  is,  that  it  must  be  shown,  on  the  part  of  privateers,  that 
they  were  constructively  assisting.  The  being  in  sight  is  not  suffi- 
cient, with  respect  to  them,  to  raise  the  presumption  of  cooperation 
in  the  capture.  They  clothe  themselves  with  commissions  of  war 
from  views  of  private  advantage  only.  They  are  not  bound  to  put 
their  commissions  in  use  on  every  discovery  of  an  enemy.  And, 
therefore,  the  law  does  not  presume  in  their  favor,  from  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance of  being  in  sight,  that  they  were  there  with  a  design  of 
contributing  assistance,  and  engaging  in  the  contest.  There  must  be 
the  animus  capiendi  demonstrated  by  some  overt  act,  by  some  varia- 
tion of  conduct  which  would  not  have  taken  place  but  with  reference 

to  that  particular  object;   and  if  the   intention  of  acting 
[  •  265  ]  against  the  enemy  had  not  been  effectually  *  entertained. 

The  allegation  which  has  been  given  on  the  part  of  The 
General  Coote,  pleads  to  this  effect:  — "  That  that  vessel  had  before 
taken  a  valuable  prize,  which  she  was  conducting  to  the  port  of  Fal- 
mouth ;  that  she  had  many  prisoners  on  board,  and  that  her  own 
crew  was  much  weakened  by  the  number  of  men  put  on  board  the 
prize ;  that  information  had  been  obtained  from  the  master  of  the 
captured  vessel,  respecting  two  other  French  vessels  that  were  coming 
from  Martinique,  and  that  she  pursued  a  course  which  tended  at  the 
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same  time  to  secure  her  prize,  and  was  understood  to  be  the  track 
in  which  the  French  vessels  were  sailing;  that  about  three  o'clock, 
P.  M.,  the  privateer  discovered  the  prize,  and  determined  to  speak 
her,  and  accordingly  continued  her  course,  across  which  she  must 
necessarily  pass;  that,  in  so  doing,  the  master  discovered  an  armed 
brig,  and  was  at  first  at  a  loss  to  distinguish  whether  she  was  a  friend 
or  an  enemy ;  that  she  afterwards  proved  to  be  his  Majesty's  ship 
Gannet,  that  the  master  was  required  to  go  on  board ;  but  that  he 
excused  himself,  saying  that  his  crew  was  too  weak  to  man  his  boat, 
but  the  brig  then  sent  a  boat  for  him,  and  carried  him  on  board ;  that 
he  then  gave  the  captain  of  the  brig  advice  of  the  vessels  that  he  was 
looking  for."  The  allegation  then  goes  on  to  plead  abusive  language 
from  the  captain  of  The  Gannet,  and  that  he  pressed  two  of  the  pri- 
Tuteer's  men,  used  much  brutal  menace  and  threats  to  take  away 
their  prize,  and  that  such  menaces  deterred  the  master  from  pursuing 
his  course,  as  he  should  have  done,  and  by  which  he  should  have 
boarded  the  prize  before  The  Gannet  could  have  come  up. 

Of  this  charge,  there  is  no  proof  whatever.  It  is  said  in 
argument,  as  an  excuse  for  the  want  of  proof,  *"  that  it  is  [  *  266  ] 
not  easy  to  obtain  evidence  of  a  fact  which  passed  in  con- 
versation only,  and  on  board  the  king's  ship.  Whatever  that  difli- 
culty  may  be,  it  is  jwrfectly  obvious  that  there  must  be  some  proof 
produced,  and  that  the  court  can  pay  no  attention  to  such  charges 
resting  merely  in  allegation.  The  absence  of  all  direct  proof  is  ren- 
dered more  conspicuous  by  the  want  of  proof  of  any  other  kind, 
respecting  which  the  same  difliculty  could  not  have  occurred.  There 
is  no  mention,  even,  of  any  declaration  that  the  master  made  on 
coming  on  board  his  own  ship,  as  it  might  be  natural  to  expect,  from 
the  just  feelings  of  indignation,  that  he  would  have  complained  of 
the  ill-treatment  which  he  had  received.  The  whole  charge  is  matter 
of  averment  merely,  and  it  is  the  more  material  to  dwell  on  this 
observation,  because  the  allegation  was  admitted  solely  on  the  ground 
of  alleged  misconduct  on  the  part  of  Captain  Bass,  of  The  (iannet. 

If  the  charge  could  have  been  substantiated,  it  appeared  to  the 
court  to  be  improper  that  he  should  take  a  benefit  from  his  own  mis- 
conduct ;  and  it  might  have  given  a  color  to  the  case  very  dillerent 
from  that  which  it  would  otherwise  assume.  But  the  proof  of  this 
averment  totally  fails,  and  the  conduct  of  the  master  of  the  privateer 
leads  me  to  form  a  very  different  conclusion  res|H'cting  it.  All  that  can 
be  advanced, then,  in  Support  of  the  claim  of  The  (lencral  Coote,  in  the 
roost  favorable  view  of  the  case,  is,  that  she  had  been  pursuing  her 
course  towards  the  land,  in  the  track  in  which  the  prize  was  afterwards 
taken.     But  where  is  the  chase  ?     There  was  no  crowding  sail,  nor 
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any  variation  of  route  from  that  which  would  have  been  pursued  if 

no  chase  had  been  in  contemplation.     There  was  no  overt 
[  *  267  ]  act,  from  which  the  court  can  *  infer  any  intention  towards 

the  prize ;  and  I  therefore  do  not  wonder  that  the  allegation 
should  not  have  pleaded  an  actual  chase.  It  pleads  only,  "  that  the 
master  was  prevented,  by  the  behavior  of  Captain  Bass,  from  going 
on."  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  foundation  whatever 
for  a  claim  of  constructive  assistance.  There  is  not  one  movement 
that  would  not  have  taken  place  without  an  animus  capiendi;  it  is, 
therefore,  quite  impossible  for  me  to  pronounce  for  an  interest  of 
joint  capture  on  such  a  claim.  But  farther,  as  to  costs.  A  charge  of 
misconduct  has  been  alleged,  which  is  not  supported  in  any  manna 
by  proof;  and  I  think  that  it  is  but  reasonable  that  the  party  who 
has  been  put  to  defend  himself  against  such  a  charge  should  be  enti- 
tled to  his  costs. 

The  claim  of  The  Lark  stands  on  a  more  favorable  footing.  That 
vessel  was  on  the  look-out  in  the  Channel,  at  the  commencement  of 
hostilities,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  her  force  had  been  weakened 
It  is  not  denied,  I  think,  that  she  had  been  in  chase ;  and,  with  respect 
even  to  privateers,  the  act  of  chasing,  if  continued  for  any  length  of 
time,  will  be  sufficient  to  found  a  title  of  joint  capture.  It  will  not 
be  necessary  that  the  joint  chaser  should  actually  board  the  prize; 
it  will  be  enough  if  there  is  an  animus  perseqtiendi  sufficiently  indi- 
cated by  the  conduct  of  the  vessel,  and  not  discontinued.  Then  the 
only  question  will  be,  whether  The  Lark  had  not  given  up  the 
chase.  For,  if  the  pursuit  is  prematurely  abandoned,  it  certainly 
cannot  be  deemed  a  joint  chase,  at  that  moment,  when  the  interest 
of  capture  is  consummated.     On  this  point,  it  is  certainly  a  matter 

of  no  small  difficulty,  surrounded  on  all  sides  by  releasing 
[  *  268  ]  witnesses,  to  fix  the  moment  *  of  discontinuance,  and  to  say 

whether  it  was  at  the  time  of  capture,  or  before.  Under 
this  embarrassment,  I  find  some  satisfaction  in  turning  to  the  evi- 
dence of  one  witness.  Baker,  on  whose  testimony  I  think  I  can  rely 
with  more  confidence,  as  he  is  a  man  who  had  been  impressed  from 
The  General  Coote,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  on  board 
The  Gannet.  His  interest  must  be  diminished  by  the  admission  of 
the  claim  ;  yet,  he  states  in  his  depositions  "  that  The  Lark  was  in 
chase  at  the  time  of  capture,  and  had  been  in  chase  before  ;  that  her 
boat  might  have  come  up  at  the  same  time  with  the  boat  of  The 
Gannet,  and  that  she  would  have  been  able  to  have  made  the  cap- 
ture." In  a  case  which  turns  on  a  point  of  considerable  nicety,  where 
the  chase  is  admitted,  and  the  only  question  is  whether  the  pursuit 
had  not  been  discontinued,  evidence  of  this  kind  is  of  more  import- 
ance. 
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But  it  id  objected,  that  there  was  no  suggestion  of  interest  set  up 
at  the  time,  and  it  is  said  that  a  boat  should  have  been  sent  on 
board.  It  might,  for  many  purposes,  be  a  measure  of  proper  precau- 
tion, and  of  great  convenience,  and  the  want  of  it  in  this  instance 
seems  to  have  produced  all  the  obscurity  in  which  the  claim  is 
involved.  At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  know  that  it  has  been  held  to 
be  a  necessary  ingredient  in  a  title  of  constructive  assistance,  that  a 
person  should  be  sent  on  board,  and  a  claim  asserted  immediately. 
I  believe  there  have  been  many  claims  sustained,  notwithstanding 
such  an  omission.  It  must  be  acknowledged,  however,  to  be  a  mea- 
sure of  great  convenience  in  all  cases ;  and  if  the  precaution  had 
been  observed  here,  the  fact  of  joint  chasing  would,  in  all 
probability,  not  have  been  denied.  I  am  of  opinion  *  that  [  *  269  ] 
the  justice  of  the  case  between  tlie  parties  will  be,  on  a  view 
of  the  whole  evidence,  to  give  the  turn  of  the  scale  in  favor  of  the 
claim  of  joint  interest;  but  at  the  same  time  to  direct  that  so  much 
of  the  prize  shall  be  first  deducted  as  is  equivalent  to  the  expenses  to 
which  the  actual  captor  has  been  put,  by  the  privateer's  omission  to 
assert  an  interest  at  the  time  of  capture.^ 


Vrow  Anna  Catiiarina,  Mahts. 

March  20.  1806. 

Freight  to  captorSf  on  saggcstion  of  a  iK'neficial  and  priyileged  sale  in  this  country,  not 

given. 

This  was  a  case  on  the  demand  of  the  captors,  to  have  freight 
allowed  to  them  for  the  cargo,  or  part  of  the  cargo  of  coffee  claimed 


*  In  this  c«i»o,  on  tin*  rcatlinjr  "f  the  ovid*'ncc,  the  King*s  Advocate  objected  to  the 
CTidence  of  RiL^soIlf  who,  in  his  answer  to  the  sixth  interrojrator)',  ha<l  sai*!,  "  that  he 
cmnnot  say  he  is  not  intercste<l,  inasmuch  as  he  conceives  he  will  be  entitled  to  share  if 
•he  ifl  pronounced  a  joint  captor,  though  he  has  signed  a  release.** 

Court.  I  have  always  understood  the  distinction  in  this  court  to  be,  that  if  the  wit- 
ness says  only  that  he  cxjK'cts  to  receive  from  the  bounty  of  the  captor,  he  is  not 
incompetent,  whatever  deduction  of  credit  he  may  ho  exposed  to  by  that  circumstance. 
But  if  he  thinks  himself  entitled  in  law,  he  acts  under  an  impression  of  interest  which 
renders  him  incompetent,  however  erroneous  that  opinion  may  be. 

So  ruled  as  to  the  expectation  from  bounty,  in  the  case  of  The  Sans  Jose. 


270  CASES    DETERMINED    IN    THE 


Vrow  Anna  Catharina.    6  C  Rob. 


for  merchants  of  Hamburg,  and  restored  to  them,  and  afterwards  sold 
in  this  country,  under  a  license  from  bis  Majesty's  government 

*  On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Arnold  and  Swabey  ooii- 
[  •  270  ]  tended  —  That  the  case  was  distinguished  from  *  the 
general  rule,  by  this  circumstance,  that  the  claimants  bad 
adopted  this  country  as  the  virtual  port  of  destination,  by  the  special 
application  vtrhich  had  been  made  for  permission  to  sell  here.  That 
it  was  in  that  respect  a  case  analogous  to  The  Diana,  Runke,^  in 
which  a  distinction  had  been  allowed  from  the  ordinary  rule  of  law, 
on  the  ground  of  the  intention  of  the  proprietor  to  elect  the  markets 
of  this  country  as  the  place  of  actual  destination ;  that  the  coDtract 
under  the  charter-party  for  a  voyage  from  Batavia  to  Holland  was  in 
substance  completed  by  this  election  to  the  advantage  of  the  owners, 
and  as  the  vessel  would  come  into  the  hands  of  captors,  deteriorated 
by  the  wear  and  tear  of  so  long  a  voyage  in  the  service  of  the  cargo^ 
it  was  but  reasonable  that  the  captors  should  receive  some  compeo* 
sation  from  the  owners  of  the  cargo. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurena 
adverted  to  the  general  principle  that  had  been  so  repeatedly  acted 
upon,  and  denied  that  there  was  any  reason  to  distinguisli  this  case 
from  the  general  rule.  With  respect  to  the  accidental  circumstance 
of  a  sale  in  this  country,  it  was  not  more  than  usually  took  place  in 
the  disposal  of  goods  which  had  missed  their  original  market  in  con- 
sequence of  being  brought  in.  In  Mr.  Constant's  case,  he  not  only 
brought  the  goods  to  sale  here,  but  settled  in  London  as  a  merchant 
of  this  country,  yet  freight  was  not  decreed.  In  the  present  case  the 
demand  was  out  of  time,  as  the  cause  had  been  removed  into  the  Su- 
perior Court,  by  appeal,  and  had  been  there  finally  disposed  of,  with- 
out any  reservation  of  this  question. 

[  *  271  ]  •On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Arnold  replied  —  That  the  ob- 
jection as  to  time  could  not  be  pressed  against  the  demand; 
since  the  application  had  been  made  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  where 
the  answer  given  was,  that  the  case  was  concluded  there,  and  remit- 
ted, and  that  the  application  must  now  be  made  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty. 


1  Vol.  V.  67. 
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Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  Lords  having  permitted  this  application  to 
be  brought  here,  I  shall  not  enter  into  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
but  take  it  as  granted,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  well 
founded.  The  claim  is  given  for  the  freight  of  goods  captured  on  a 
voyage  from  Batavia  to  Amsterdam,  and  carried  to  Liverpool,  where 
they  have  been  restored  and  finally  sold,  under  the  permission  of  a 
license ;  and  the  demand  is  founded  on  a  suggestion  that  they  have 
been  sold  advantageously  for  the  claimants  in  this  country,  and  at 
their  particular  request 

The  general  rule  is  well  known,  being  founded  on  very  ancient 
principles  of  law,  that  whenever  the  captor  brings  the  goods  to  the 
port  of  actual  destination,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  the  freight,  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  has  been  fulfilled  ;  but  that  in  all  other  cases 
freight  shall  not  be  due,  although  the  ship  may  have  performed  a 
▼ery  large  part  of  her  intended  voyage,  and  so  large  a  portion  as  to 
raise  at  first  sight  an  appearance  of  hardship  and  injustice  in  the 
refusal  of  freight,  and  to  suggest  a  doubt  whether  it  might  not  be  a 
better  rule  to  allow  a  proportion  of  freight  pro  raid  ilineris  peractL 
Bat  I  am  very  certain  that  such  a  rule,  if  fully  considered,  would  be 
foand  to  be  productive  of  much  practical  injustice,  and 
*  would  lead  to  endless  litigation,  and  uncertainty,  in  the  [  *  272  ] 
discussion  of  the  particular  circumstances  that  would  be 
relied  on  in  every  case.  The  ancient  rule  of  practice,  therefore,  is 
one  to  which  the  court  may  be  allowed  to  adhere  with  much  rational 
bigotry.  The  only  exception  which  has  been  admitted  in  this  court 
is  that  of  the  Dutch  ship:*,  in  which  the  claimants,  being  British  sub- 
jects, who  were  deeply  engaged  in  bringing  their  effects  from  the 
Dutch  islands,  had  made  an  affidavit,  for  the  purpose  of  fortifying 
their  claims,  that  it  was  their  original  wish  and  intention  that  the 
property  should  have  been  brought  to  this  country,  but  that  they  had 
been  compelled,  by  the  policy  of  Holland,  to  accept  a  consignment  to 
Dutch  ports.  In  these  cases  the  court  did  not  look  so  much  to  the 
advantage  that  the  claimant  had  derived,  though  there  might  be  rea- 
son to  presume  that  the  destination  was  not  disadvantageous,  as  that 
the  delivery  was  made  ultimately  in  the  port  of  their  original  elec- 
;ioD.  In  Mr.  Constants  case,  there  was  no  original  intention  to  sell 
;he  goods  here,  but  they  were  afterwards  sold ;  and  though  he  had 
limself  fixed  his  residence  in  this  country,  the  Court  of  Appeal  did 
lot  think  that  circumstance  suflicicnt  to  vary  the  application  of  the 
^iieral  rule. 

In  'the   present   case  there  was  no  original  wish  to   sell  in  this 
^ountry.     The  cargo  was  brought  in  by  force  to  Liverpool,  and  after 

16  • 
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restitution  the  claimants  elected  to  sell  there,  combining  many  con- 
siderations of  farther  difficulty  and  expense  in  hiring  other  vessels  to 
carry  it  on  to  Holland.     The  possible  advantage  or  disadvantage  of 

such  an  interruption  of  the  original  voyage,  is  but  an  acci- 
[  •  273  ]  dental  circumstance  to  which  the  *  court  will  but  slightly 

attend.  It  would  introduce  a  labyrinth  of  minute  consido^ 
ations,  through  which  the  court  could  not  find  its  way.  Sometimes 
the  advantage  would  be  on  the  side  of  the  vessel,  and  sometimes  oo 
that  of  the  cargo.  I  see  no  sufficient  ground  of  distinction  to  support 
this  demand,  and  therefore  I  reject  the  prayer. 


Gage,  Mitchell,  master. 

April  16,  1806. 

Prize  Act.    Constniction  *,  rate  of  salvage  on  recapture,  if  bindiDg  in  cases  of  ships  abia- 

doned  by  the  enemy. 

This  was  a  question  on  the  recovery  of  a  British  vessel,  with  a 
cargo  of  timber,  &c.,^  which  had  been  captured  by  a  French  priva- 
teer, but  was  found  abandoned  at  sea,  with  a  fire  burning  in  her 
cabin,  by  The  Kite  sloop. 

On  the  part  of  the  recapture,  the  King^s  Advocate  contended— 
That  it  was  not  merely  a  case  of  salvage  on  recapture,  but  that  it 
approached  rather  to  the  nature  of  derelict,  as  the  vessel  was  aban- 
doned, and  left  at  the  peril  of  perishing  by  fire,  as  well  as  by  the 
waves.  That  in  such  a  case  the  court  would  not  consider  itself  re- 
stricted to  the  rate  of  salvage  prescribed  by  the  Prize  Act,  but  would 
allow  a  larger  reward  as  it  considered  itself  at  liberty  to  do  in  a  [»«• 
ceding  case.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  British  owner,  Sioabey  contended  —  That  it 

was  to  be  considered  only  as  a  case  of  salvage  on  recaptuie; 

[  *  274  ]  that  although  it  was  not  stated  *  explicitly  that  the  enemy 

were  seen  to  abandon  the  vessel,  there  were  circnmstanc^ 


1  Value  of  ship  and  cargo  as  admitted,  \fi02L  lOs. 
3  John  and  Jane,  supra^  vol.  4,  p.  216. 
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to  show  that  to  have  been  the  fact,  as  she  was  in  company  with  an 
enemy's  sloop,  when  The  Kite  gave  chase.  It  was  to  be  considered, 
therefore,  as  a  case  of  comoulsory  abandonment  by  the  enemy,  and,  as 
such,  agreeable  to  what  nas  been  decided  in  other  cases,  the  salvor 
would  be  entitled  only  to  his  reward  under  the  Prize  Act 

Court.  What  I  shall  do  at  present  will  be  to  pronounce  for  the 
rate  of  salvage  due  under  the  act,  since  the  salvors  arc  unquestionably 
entitled  to  that.  If,  on  farther  information,  it  can  be  shown  to  be 
distinguishable  from  other  cases  of  recapture,  I  shall  permit  that 
question  to  come  on  again.  If  the  case  had  rested  upon  the 
depositions  alone,  it  would  have  become  the  appearance  of  a  case  of 
derelict,  because  there  is  in  them  no  mention  of  recapture.  But  the 
affidavit  of  the  officer  who  brings  in  the  papers,  describes  it  as  a  re- 
capture, and  in  that  view  the  recaptors  will  not  be  entitled  to  more 
than  the  war  salvage. 

July  14,  1S07.     This  cause  came  before  the  court  again  on  the  affi- 
davit of  the  master  of  The  Gage,  made  at  Verdun,  he  being  then  a 
prisoner  in  France.     The  affidavit  stated  only  that  his  vessel  had 
been  captured,  and  that  he  had  been  taken  on  board  the  French  pri- 
vateer, and  carried  into  Calais.     It  did  not  fix  the  time  of  abandon- 
ment, or  establish  the  fact,  whether  the  enemy  were  on  board  when 
the  British  cruiser  was  first  descried,  so  as  to  show  that  the  prize  had 
been  abandoned  on  that  account.     On  the  contrary,  in  a 
letter  from  him  of  the  2lst  February,  1806,  exhibited  'on  [•275] 
the  former  hearing,  he  appeared  to   have  been  altogether 
ignorant  of  the  fate  of  his  vessel,  stating,  '^  I  was  taken  on  the  24th 
February  by  a  lugger,  but  I  believe  The  Gage  was  retaken,  and  car- 
ried into  Dover,  but  I  cannot  tell."     Under  these  circumstances,  the 
court  held  the  case  not  to  fall  under  tiie  restrictions  of  the  Prize  Act, 
and  allowed  a  salvage  of  one  fourth.^  ** 


1  So  in  the  case  of  llic  I^mbton,  20th  ()ctol)or,  1807,  which  was  a  ease  of  a  small 
British  ship  of  one  hum] red  tons,  found  at  si>a  hy  his  Majesty's  ship  Resistance,  with* 
oat  any  cargo  on  board,  and  claimed  on  salvtige  as  recaptured. 

The  ofUcer  belonging  to  The  Resistance,  the  only  witness  examined,  had  said,  *'  that 
tfie  ship  was  found  without  any  i)erson  on  boanl ;  that  there  was  a  Iug;^r  to  windward, 
which  appeared  to  be  a  Fren<*h  privateer,  and  by  which  he  belicTed  she  might  liavo 
been  captured."  The  court  observed,  that  this  representation  had  been  given  with 
great  fairness,  but  that  it  did  not  amount  to  proof  of  the  actual  capture*  and  abandon- 
ment in  the  nature  of  aj-ecapture ;  that  the  fact  might  not  be  so ;  and  that  under  the 
inclination  which  the  court  felt  to  extend  the  benefit  of  salvage  in  cases  not  restricted 
bj  the  act  gf  parliament,  it  should  decree  one  fourth. 


276  CASES    DETERMINED   IN   THE 


The  Washington.    6  C  Bob. 


The  Washington,  Williamson.^ 

0 

April  18,  1806. 
Instructions.    Interpretation  of  the  term  conyenicnt  port    Damages  pronounced. 

This  was  a  case  on  a  demand  for  costs  and  damages  against  the 
captors,  for  losses  sustained  by  the  ship  being  carried  to  Jersey,  a 
place,  as  suggested,  not  fit  for  the  reception  of  vessels  of  that  burden. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  a  question  of  damage  sustained 
[  *  276  ]  by  a  vessel  coming  from  Monte  Video  to  Loi^don,  *  as  it 

turned  out,  with  a  large  cargo,  documented  generally  as 
belonging  to  persons  in  America,  but  of  which  a  considerable  part 
has  been  claimed  for  merchants  in  London.  The  vessel  had  sailed 
from  the  colony  of  the  enemy  after  hostilities.  Considering  the  geoe* 
ral  circumstances  of  the  case,  therefore,  and  that  the  property  did  not 
clearly  appear,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  captors  were  justified  in  the 
act  of  seizure,  and  that  it  was  not  an  unreasonable  curiosity,  on  their 
part,  to  bring  the  question  of  property  to  judicial  invest! gation^  and 
to  take  the  benefit  of  any  question  of  law  that  might  arise  out  of  the 
facts.  The  original  seizure,  therefore,  was  in  my  opinion  justifiable, 
and  the  question  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  now  is,  whether 
the  vessel  has  been  so  treated  in  the  custody  of  the  captors,  as  to 
exonerate  them  from  subsequent  responsibility. 

The  first  duty  of  captors  according  to  the  instructions,  is,  to  bring 
their  prize  "  to  some  convenient  port."  Convenient  is  a  large  and 
general  term,  leaving  a  certain  latitude  of  discretion,  but  a  discretion 
to  be  cautiously  exercised,  and  with  reference  to  the  view  which  the 
crown  itself  mustHbe  supposed  to  have  entertained  in  issuing  the 
instructions.  Conveniences  are  of  different  kinds,  some  of  a  slighter 
nature,  others  almost  indispensable.  Among  the  most  important 
must  be  considered  that  of  bringing  a  vessel  to  a  port  where  she  may 
lie  in  safety,  since  that  cannot  unquestionably  be  deemed  a  conve- 
nient port,  which  does  not  afford  security  and  protection  to  the  pro- 
perty that  is  brought  in.     An  open  road,  for  instance,  where  the  ship 

may  be  occasionally  exposed  to  the  weather,  cannot  be  a  place 
[  •  277  ]  of  security.     It  is,  therefore,  quite  impossible  *  that  it  should 


1  [See  The  Jufirow  Catharina,  5  C.  Bob.  148.] 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  278 

TIm  Washington.    6  C  Rob. 

be  considered   as   a  convenient   port  for  the   preservation  of  pro- 
perty. 

Another  material  ingredient  of  convenience  will  be,  that  the  port 
shall  be  of  suflicient  capacity  to  admit  vessels  to  enter  without 
unloading  their  cargoes,  since  it  is  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
that  bulk  shall  not  be  broken.  If  there  is  not  depth  of  water  to  allow 
vessels  to  lie  without  taking  out  the  cargo,  "  non  erit  his  locus ; "  since 
captors  are  not  to  meddle  with  the  cargo  in  any  manner,  without  the 
authority  of  the  court,  which  cannot  be  exercised  until  the  vessel  has 
been  brought  into  port. 

It  is  also  highly  desirable  that  the  port  should  be  a  place  which 
holds  ready  communication  with  the  tribunals  which  have  to  decide 
on  questions  arising  out  of  the  capture ;  that  the  parties  may  have 
access  to  advice,  and  may  be  enabled  to  obtain  the  necessary  informa- 
tion, and  that  the  directions  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  may  be  carried 
into  effect  with  despatch.  For  all  these  purposes  it  cannot  be  sup- 
posed that  Shetland,  for  instance,  or  St.  Kilda,  could  be  deemed  con- 
venient ports  for  veissels  that  have  to  wait  for  adjudication  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  of  England.  These  are  the  leading  points  of  con- 
sideration, and  may  be  deemed  indispensable. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  may  be  conveniences  of  a  subordinate 
nature,  in  favor  of  the  captor,  which  may  be  also  very  deserving  of 
attention  when  they  do  not  interfere  with  those  of  higher  moment. 
For  instance,  that  owners  of  privateers  may  elect  their  own  port,  is 
bot  a  reasonable  advantage  in  itself,  when  kept  within  proper  limits, 
and  not  suffered  to  predominate  over  the  interests  of  other 
persons,  and  *  more  especially  over  those  general  purposes  of  [  *  278  ] 
public  ju.stice  to  which  the  court  is  principally  bound  to 
attend.  The  privilege  of  electing  their  own  ports,  is  a  convenience, 
which  may  be  allowed  cccteris  paribus;  and  it  is  one  in  which  the 
court  will  be  disposed  to  support  them,  when  it  does  not  become  the 
cause  of  greater  inconvenience  to  others.  But  the  just  limits  of  this 
personal  accommodation  are  to  be  distinctly  observed  ;  it  is  not  an 
object  to  be  pursued  indiscriminately,  for  the  mere  profit  of  agency 
and  commission,  in  neglect  of  other  considerations  of  higher  or  more 
general  importance. 

In  the  present  case,  the  port  to  which  the  vessel  was  carried,  which 
was  that  of  Jersey,  is  not  altogether  without  objection,  arising  from  a 
want  of  opportunity  of  intercourse  with  tliis  court,  which  renders  it, 
in  that  respect,  not  so  convenient  for  the  general  despatch  of  business 
ss  the  out-ports  of  this  kingdom.  That  inconvenience,  however,  if 
Dot  increased  by  farther  neglect  of  due  diligence  and  attention  to  the 
^ncral  interests  concerned,  is  not  so  great  as  to  induce  the  court  to 
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overrule  the  indulgence  which  has  usually  been  granted  to  the  priva- 
teers of  that  island,  and  the  neighboring  islands,  of  carrying  their 
prizes  to  their  own  ports.  They  are  places  of  great  martial  enter- 
prise, and  of  important  service  to  the  state,  from  their  local  advan- 
tages, and  from  their  exertions  in  time  of  war.  The  privateers  of 
these  islands  have  in  practice  been  always  permitted  to  carry  their 
prizes  to  their  own  ports,  and,  therefore,  it  is  not  to  be  said,  generally, 
that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion  reposed  in  them,  or 
that  they  should  be  compelled  in  all  cases  to  bring  their  prizes  into 

the  ports  of  this  country. 
[  *  279  ]  *  But  there  is  enough,  on  the  captor's  own  showing,  to 
convince  the  court  that  the  port  of  Jersey  was,  on  other 
grounds,  an  improper  port  for  a  vessel  of  this  description.  It  was  a 
vessel  of  900  tons,  of  a  burthen  beyond  what  that  port  was  capable 
of  receiving.  It  must  have  been  obvious,  that  such  a  vessel  ought 
not  to  have  been  carried  there,  or  at  least  that  she  should  not  have 
been  detained  there,  in  opposition  to  the  request  so  repeatedly  made 
for  her  removal.  Sht  might  have  been  taken  to  some  port  of  Eng- 
land, or,  what  would  have  been  most  proper,  on  the  informatiob 
which  was  received,  she  might  have  been  sent  to  London,  which  has 
turned  out  to  be  the  place  of  her  actual  destination.  I  do  not  say 
that  a  privateer  is  bound  to  rest  entirely  on  the  veracity  of  the  neutral 
master,  because,  if  ships  were  to  be  released  immediately,  on  the  good 
faith  of  such  representations,  I  am  persuaded  the  sanctity  of  that 
faith  would  be  very  frequently  violated.  But  the  assertion  of  the 
actual  destination  to  London,  might  at  least  have  suggested  to  the 
captors  the  propriety  of  making  inquiries  by  their  correspondents  in 
London  ;  and  if  by  writing  to  London  they  had  ascertained  the  truth 
of  the  asserted  destination,  it  would  have  been  expedient  then  to  have 
acquiesced  in  the  removal,  on  a  just  view  of  the  convenience  of  all 
parties.  For  if  such  a  state  of  facts  had  been  presented  to  the  notice 
of  the  court,  it  would  undoubtedly  have  held  itself  bound  to  order 
the  removal,  for  the  general  benefit  of  the  property  concerned. 

This  ship,  which  I  have  said  was  not  improperly  seized,  w^as  car- 
ried to  the  port  of  Jersey,  and  the  description  which  is  given 
[  •  280  ]  of  that  port  is,  "  that  it  is  *  an  open  road,  rather  than  a  port, 
and  that  if  it  comes  on  to  blow  hard,  or  a  strong  spring  tide, 
there  is  not  safe  riding  there,  the  cables  must  be  damaged,  or  the 
vessel  will  take  the  ground."     It  is  perfectly  clear  then,  that  an  open 
road  could  not  be  a  proper  or  convenient  port  for  a  vessel  of  this 
description.     The  master  had  originally  entered  his  protest  against  it, 
and  had  represented  all  the  circumstances  relating  to  the  ship,  in  a 
letter  which  appears  to  be  a  well  considered  letter,  and  in  which  he 
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strongly  presses  upon  the  captors  the  inconvenience  and  danger  of 
suflering  the  vessel  to  lie  there,  in  a  port  that  was  not  a  place  of 
safety.  So  the  fact  has  turned  out.  The  captors  themselves  have 
brought  in  an  affidavit  of  their  pilots,  and  of  their  own  surveyors,  to 
show  that  the  vessel  was  not  lying  in  a  place  of  safety.  But  the 
inference  which  they  drew  from  this  representation  of  the  port,  is  one 
in  which  the  court  will  find  it  very  diflicult  to  concur  with  them, 
namely,  *^  that  it  was  neces;<ary  that  the  vessel  should  be  taken  into 
the  inner  port,  and  for  that  purpose  that  she  should  be  lightened  and 
unloaded."  On  their  own  statement,  the  port  was  not  answerable  to 
the  requisite  which  I  have  already  pointed  out,  that  it  should  be  capa- 
cious enough  to  receive  the  prize,  without  breaking  bulk.  The  con- 
clusion to  which  they  ought  to  have  come  was,  not  that  tiie  vessel 
should  be  taken  into  the  inner  port  by  first  breaking  bulk,  but  that  she 
should  have  been  sent  to  some  other  port,  more  fit  for  the  reception 
of  such  a  vessel. 

They  proceeded  to  unliver  the  cargo.     Before  the  unlivery  took 
place,  they  had  received  credible  information  tiiat  the  vessel 
uas  really  destined  to  London,  *  because,  before  it  was  com-  [  *281  ] 
roenced,  the  master  had  re(|ue.sted  them  to  wait  till  the 
packet  arrived,  as  he  under>tood  that  some  negotiation  was  going  on. 
At  that  time,  then,  there  \v;is  a  reasonable  call  upon  the  captors  to 
carry  the  v«'ssel  to  some  m(»re  proper  port.     They  were  not  justified 
in  inferring  *•  that  she  must  be  carried  into  the  inner  port,"  and  for 
that  purpose  '*  that  ^ile  must  be  previously  unloaded.*'     I  am  clearly 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  in  this  they  have  done  what  they  ought  not 
to  have  done,  and  that  there  is  cause  of  damage,  to  be  referred  to  the 
rfgistrir  and  merchants  on  these  points. 

Some  other  grounds  of  complaint  have  been  alleged  against  the 
captors,  as  charges  of  damage  occasioned  by  tiie  loss  of  some  of  the 
crew  who  have  deserted,  and  others  who  have  been  impressed.  These 
arc  consequences  which  are  in  no  manner  connected  with  the  act  of 
farr)*ing  the  ship  to  Jersey.  They  might  have  happened  on  her  pas- 
sage up  the  Channel,  or  in  any  otiier  port.  If  an  American  vessel 
ba«  British  seamen  on  board,  they  will  be  liable  to  be  taken  out.  It 
is  aUo  a  probable  confeecpience  that  they  will  withdraw  themselves  ; 
but  these  are  inconveniences  which  have  no  necessary  connection 
with  the  act  of  carrying  the  vessel  to  Jersey.  I  shall,  therefore,  dis- 
miss these  comphiints.  On  the  other  parts  of  the  ease,  I  wisli  to 
repeat,  that  it  must  not  be  considered  as  an  improper  act  of  discretion 
lo  carry  prize-vessels  to  tlie  ports  of  CJuernsey  and  Jersey;  but  they  ' 
iDUdt  be  such  vessels  as  arc  not  unfit  to  be  received  thc^re  with  suit- 
able acconimodations.     It  turns  out,  in  this  ease,  that  it  would  have 
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been  infinitely  more  beneficial  to  all  parties,  captors  as  well  as  claim- 
ants, that  the  vessel  should  have  been  brought  to  some  port  of 

'  [  •  282  ]  this  kingdom,  or,  under  •the  circumstances,  to  London.  From 
the  neglect  of  due  precaution  in  this  respect,  loss  has  been 

sustained;  and,  therefore,  I  shall  refer  the  question  of  damage  to 

the  registrar  and  merchants  under  the  observations  which  I  haw 

made. 


The  Maria  Francoise,  Le  Bourch,  master. 

March  20  and  April  22,  1806. 

Droits  of  admiralty.    Order  of  Council,  6th  March,  1665.    Construction  —  as  to  term  acci- 
dent, in  respect  to  the  cause  of  coming  in. 

This  was  a  question  of  droits  of  admiralty,  as  to  a  French  ship, 
which  had  sailed  from  Europe  to  the  Isle  of  France  prior  to  the  dcda^ 
ration  of  hostilities  in  March,  1803,  and  had  been  captured  off  Pondi- 
cherry,  by  The  Fox,  cutter,  and  carried  to  Negapatam,  but  had  been 
released  from  capture  there,  by  an  order  from  the  English  admiral  of 
the  station  in  those  seas,  and  was  lying  in  the  road  of  Negapatam, 
when  a  second  seizure  was  made,  7th  of  September,  1803,  on  the  part 
of  his  Majesty's  ship  Sheerness,  who  brought  the  prize  to  England, 
and  proceeded  to  adjudication.  On  these  facts  appearing  in  the 
depositions,  a  claim  was  directed  to  be  interposed,  on  the  part  of  the 
admiralty,  as  for  a  droit  of  admiralty,  seized  in  port  subsequent  to 
hostilities. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  King*s  Advocate  and  Robhison-^ 
This  ship  was  seized  by  his  Majesty's  ship  The  Sheerness,  at  Nega- 
patam.    The  place  of  capture  is  represented  by  one  of  the  witnesses  to 

have  been  in  the  port,  but  that  is  not  to  be  taken  as  conveying 
[•283]  any  precise  description  of  the  nature  of  *  the   place.    It  is 

merely  meant  to  represent  the  ship  as  lying  at  anchor  off  that 
town,  or  as  it  is  expressed  by  another  witness,  "  in  the  port,  and  ai 
anchor;  "  that  is,  at  anchor  off  Negapatam.  It  may  be  material  that 
this  fact  should  not  be  misunderstood ;  because,  from  the  general 
description  given  of  that  coast,  it  appears  to  be  nothing  more  than 
an  open  road,  or  mere  anchorage  ground,  which  extends  for  above 
two  hundred  miles  along  the  coast  of  CoromandcL     Of  such  a  pboe 
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it  may  be  a  question,  on  the  authority  of  what  fell  from  the  court  on 
a  former  case,^  respecting  a  mere  anchorage  ground  ofT  St.  Marcou, 
how  far  it  would  be  suiiiciont  to  sustain  the  claim  of  the  Lord  High 
Admiral,  so  as  to  constitute  a  capture  in  port.  There  may  not  be 
any  port  tiiere,  in  such  a  sense  as  will  support  ^rights  of  that  nature. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  there  should.  When  those  rights  were  first 
created,  they  referred  to  ports  of  a  more  distinct  character,  where  the 
rights  and  duties  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral  were  officially  exercised. 
In  such  a  place  as  this  he  could  have  had  no  representative  to  enforce 
his  rights,  nor  any  duties  to  perform.  It  is  submitted,  therefore,  on 
this  point,  that  the  mere  relation  which  a  ship  bears  to  a  town  by 
anchoring  in  an  adjoining  roadstead,  will  not  answer  the  terms  of 
the  order  in  council,  so  as  to  make  such  a  vessel  liable  to  be  consi- 
dered as  seized  in  port.  It  may  be  a  farther  question,  also,  whether 
the  character  of  that  settlement  is  such  as  to  entitle  the  admiral  to 
any  rights.  The  order  of  the  council,  6th  March,  1665,  spoke  only, 
in  the  first  instance,  "  of  ports  of  his  Majesty's  kingdoms  of 
•England  and  Ireland."*-  By  a  subsequent  order,  24th  [•284] 
March,  1667-S,  the  same  privileges  were  declared  to  extend 
''to  all  ports  within  the  limits  of  his  royal  highnesses  commission  of 
Lord  High  Admiral  of  England,  and  of  Admiral  of  his  Majesty's 
foreign  plantations.''  Can  it  it  be  said,  that  the  mere  mercantile  set^ 
tiemcnt  of  the  East  India  Company  at  Negapatam  will  answer  this 
description  ?  The  rights  of  territory  have  never  been  conveyed.  It 
isi  therefore,  on  this  ground  also  a  place  in  which  no  rights  can  accrue 
to  the  Lord  High  Admiral  ivnder  the  terms  of  the  order.  But  there  is 
a  third  question,  of  more  importance  than  either  of  the  preceding, 
and  one  that  may,  perhaps,  render  it  unnecessary  that  they  should 
be   pressed   to   any  determination.     Tlie   order   of  council   of   6th 


1  Rebecca,  Thompson,  1.  A(hn.  Ucp.  2:i3, 

•  It  appcan,  also,  that  tlivrc  l»a<l  Ktii  a  previous  onlor  of  council,  December  14, 
1064,  ^  about  ten  weeks  iK'forx'  tlie  ih-el  iration  of  the  war,  n*spcctin;»  ships  driven  in 
by  storm,  or  seized  by  iion-4-onHnissioiKMl  |>ersons,  and  taken  into  the  possesMon  of  the 
oflicer  of  the  customs,  to  whom  all  prizes  were  then  committed  ;  by  whieh  unler  the 
king  was  pleased  to  direet,  that  the  shi(»s  brou;:ht  in  by  thesis  accidents,  should  be 
Rftored  to  his  roval  hi<;hne:«.s  and  tu  declart>  that  thev  lx.'Ion<red  to  him  a!«  b^wa  in/mi- 
corififi,  by  virtue  of  his  {Kitent :  dirertin;]:  those  oflicers  to  UKMhlle  with  iluyM.*  shi(>s  only 
at  his  &Iaji*sty's  shi|»s  should  bring  in,  and  no  oiher.**  Thi;*  must  umpiestionably  be 
COnadercd  rather  as  an  act  of  ;:ni<*e  and  munificence  on  the  part  of  the  sovorei^n.  in 
filTor  of  his  royal  brother,  than  as  a  distinction  resting  on  any  solid  principle  uf  legil 
copstruclion. 

TOL.  VI.  17 
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March,^  1665,  directs,  "  that  all  ships  and  goods  belonging  to  enemies 
coming  into  any  port,  or  creek,  or  road,  of  his  Majesty's  kingdom  of 

England  or  of  Ireland,  by  stress  of  weather,  or  any  other  acci- 
[  •  285  ]  dent,  or  by  mistake  of  port,  or  by  ignorance  *  of  not  knowing 
of  the  war,  do  belong  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral."  This 
is  a  description  of  perquisites  arising  from  casualties  only,  that  arc 
declared  to  belong  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral ;  and  it  is  submitted, 
that  the  line  of  distinction  is,  between  such  perquisites  as  are  mere 
casualties,  in  the  same  manner  as  waifs  and  strays  are  perquisites  of 
seigniory  on  land,  and  such  seizures  as  have  their  cause  or  origin  in 
the  exercise  of  hostilities,  or  in  motives  arising  in  any  manner  from 
a  state  of  war.  In  this  sense  the  following  part  of  that  order  expressly 
declares,  "  but  such  as  shall  voluntarily  come  in,  either  men-of-wai 
or  merchantmen,  upon  revolt  from  the  enemy,  and  such  as  shall  be 
driven  and  forced  into  port  by  the  king's  men-of-war,  and  also  such  ships 
as  shall  be  seized  in  any  of  the  ports,  creeks,  or  roads,  of  this  kingdom, 
or  of  Ireland,  before  any  declaration  of  war  or  reprisal  by  his  Majesty, 
do  belong  to  his  Majesty."  The  circumstances  leading  to  the  seizure 
of  this  ship  are  clearly  of  the  latter  description ;  she  had  been  cap- 
tured by  one  of  his  Majesty's  ships,  and  had  been  actually  carried  to 
Negapatam  as  prize,  and,  as  may  be  collected,  after  the  commence- 
ment of  hostilities,  though  they  were  not  known  in  that  part  of  the 
world.  The  prize  had  sailed  from  Brest  on  the  loth  March,  1803, 
and  had  arrived  at  Pondicherry  before  the  first  seizure.  She  could 
not  have  been  captured,  therefore,  till  after  the  declaration  of  hostili- 
ties, 16th  May,  1803.  She  was  carried  by  The  Fox  to  Negapatam, 
where  the  English  admiral,  not  knowing  of  hostilities,  ordered  her 
to  be  released.  After  knowledge  of  hostilities,  she  was  again  seized 
by  the    present  captor  on  the  7th  of   September.     This,  therefore, 

is  a  case  not  only  not  included  in   the  former  part  of  the 
[  *  286  ]  *  order,  which  it  must  be  distinctly  shown,  to  support  the 

rights  of  the  admiralty,  but  expressly  excluded,  and  designa- 
ted in  the  reservation  of  the  later  clause. 

On  the  part  of  the  admiralty,  Laiirence  argued  on  the 
[  '287  ]   nature  of  the  rights  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral,^  and  'con- 


^  See  vol.  i.  p.  320. 

2  The  establishment  of  this  office,  and  the  nature  of  the  profits  assigjiod  to  it,  seem 
to  have  undergone  considerable  alterations  at  different  periods.  Sir  LeoHnc  Jenkins, 
in  his  report  on  the  subject,  adverts  to  the  several  species  of  perqubites  which  bad 
become  obsolete  in  his  time.  "  It  appears,"  he  says,  "  by  the  Black  Book  in  the  Admi- 
ralty, (which  certainly  is  ancienter  than  King  Edward  the  Third's  time,)  that  the 
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tended,  that  the  leading  circumstances  of  this  seizure  were  unques- 
tionably sueh  as  brought  it  within  the  description  of  an  enemy's 
vessel  seized  in  port  subsequent  to  hostilities,  a  class  of  prize 
which  is  declared  to  belong  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral,  on  the  i^olemn 
inquiry  that  was  made  into  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  perquisites 
in  1665.  It  remains  to  be  shown,  on  the  other  hand,  in  what  manner 
this  particular  seizure  is  distinguished  from  the  general  class.  It  is 
in  the  first  place  argued,  as  to  the  description  of  the  place,  that  it  is 
not  a  port  in  any  sense  that  will  support  the  claim  of  the  admiral. 
But  there  has  been  no  case  in  which  the  claim  of  the  admiralty  has 
been  rejected  on  that  ground.  On  all  general  reasoning,  we  must 
suppose  that  it  would  be  sufiicient  that  the  ship  was  lying  under  the 
closest  relation  to  the  town,  that  the  nature  of  the  place  admitted.  It 
was  the  usual  place  of  anchoring  for  the  trade  of  that  town.     As  to 


admirml,  (for  thi*n  there  were  three  or  four  together)  had  their  (hies  nnd  pcnjuisitcs 
ettabliiihed  unto  them  in  time  of  war.  An  admiral  liad,  while  u|>on  tlie  king'tt  service, 
by  8ca  or  hind,  4.<.  a-(hiy  ;  if  a  knight,  Gx.  Sii. ;  if  a  bjirunet,  13;(.  4(/. ;  if  an  earl,  more, 
100  marks  a  quarter, //(;rir  nv'/zv/ f/«  tn-ntv  fiommcs  <rarmcs^  Hiosm  are  the  wonN  ;  2«. 
»<la3' for  ever}' chevalier ;  l*.  to  every  eeuyer;  Cut.  to  every  archer  on  l»oanl  him. 
Besklcs,  he  liad  great  shares  (and  the  word  shares  is  still  in  his  patent)  in  all  prizes, 
whether  taken  by  hhips  in  the  king's  |>ay,or  hy  private  adventurers.  Other  |>en|uiMte8 
he  liad,  not  worth  the  mentioning,  because  [>ru|>ortioned  to  the  rate  of  money,  and  to 
Ibe  tenuity  of  the  times.  The  lonl  adminil  luuh,  it  seems,  none  of  those  jK'tty  i>enpii- 
ales  at  this  day  ;  yet  it  cannot,  I  think,  be  denied,  but  that  he  has  a  right  unto  them, 
or  to  something  else  in  lieu  of  them,  both  virtute  oj/icii,  and  by  the  wonis  of  his  patent, 
which  gives  him  all  the  rights  and  emoluments  of  his  pUce,  in  as  full  and  ample  man- 
ner as  any  of  his  ]>redecess<)rs  enjoyed  them.  But  how  the  apiK)intment  in  the  Black 
Book  eamc  to  be  disused,  does  not  api>ear  by  any  memorial  tliat  1  can  find  in  the 
admiralty.  If  it  were  changed  into  tenths,  tis  it  was  (>os^ible,  in  conlbnnity  to  the 
French  model,  (where  the  admiral,  for  his  su[>port,  and  in  consideration  of  the  dignity 
of  his  place,  and  the  imi)ortanci^  of  his  service,  had,  in  the  year  1584,*  ton  liroit  de 
disUme,)  it  was  then  a  right  established,  not  a  new  acijuisition,  and  by  edict  continued 
onto  him,  not  only  of  all  prizes  what^KX'ver,  but  of  all  [»risoners  too;  and  that  ^uiviint 
U$  anrirnnes  ordonnami.t^  as  by  the  edict  at  large  doth  api>ear,  and  the  lieiietit  of  this 
pTvcedeiit,  I  conceive,  was  enjoyetl  by  the  Prince  of  Orange  in  the  same  kind."  VdI. 
n.  p.  7U6. 

Of  these  tenths,  it  is  saitl,  in  another  phice,  "  there  is  no  mention  in  the  Lord  High 
Admiral's  ]>atenl  of  these  tenths,  nor  is  there  any  unintcrni[»ted  cu>tom  aUeged  tor 
them,  except  in  the  case  of  private  men-of-war,  ti\»m  whom  the  l-onl  High  Aihniral 
does  receive  hw  tenths.  That  the  Karl  of  Warwick  had  them  given  him  by  the  late 
Ofurpers,  from  the  public  >hips  Hkewiie,  is  yet  fre>h  in  memory  ;  and  that,  afur  iliey 
had  e.\tingui>hetl  the  name  and  otlire  of  adiuinil  as  niurh  as  in  them  lay,  tiny  sifpies- 
lered  the  teutlis  as  a  distinct  thing  in  the  revenue  of  their  prizes,  and  applied  them  to 
diflervnt  uses  from  the  n'st,"  namely,  for  medals  and  honorary  rewanhi.  f 

•  Edict,  IL  3,  I7th  April,  1584.  t  Scobcl.     22  Fcbruurj*,  164t<.   27  April,  IW9. 
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the  observations  that  fell  from  the  court  in  a  former  case,  it  is  to  be 
recollected  that  they  applied  to  a  place  totally  diffeVent  in 
[  *  288  ]  this  respect,  since  it  was  no  place  of  trade ;  St.  Marcou  *  was 
in  that  judgment  described  to  be  a  place  of  temporary  occu- 
pation only  on  the  enemy's  coasts,  and  as  scarcely  holding  any  con- 
nection with  this  country,  except  for  military  purposes.     That  fact  is 
very  different  in  the  present  case,  for  Negapatam  is  a  regular  settle- 
ment of  the  East  India  Company,  and  there  was  an  English  admiral 
riding  there  at  the  time,  by  whose  authority  the  former  release  was 
made.     If  it  was  necessary,  therefore,  that  the  Lord  High   Admiral 
should  be  represented  by  any  officer  acting  under  bis  authority,  even 
that  circumstance  would  not  be  wanting  in  the  present  instance.    As 
to  the  description  of  the  place,  however,  it  is  apprehended  that  a  case 
has  occurred  in  this  court,  under  similar  circumstances,  in  which  the 
same  objection  did  not  prevail.     The  Mercurius^  was  condemned  as 
a  droit  of  admiralty ;  yet  the  seizure  was  made  in  Yarmouth  Roads, 
a  place  no  more  entitled  to  be  considered  as  a  port,  than  the  anchor- 
age ground  where  this  seizure  was  made.     Then  as  to  the  other 
question,  whether  the  possession  of  the  East  India  Company  is  sach 
a  possession  as  would  carry  with  it  the  rights  of  the  Lord  High  Ad- 
miral, which  are  declared  under  the  order  "  to  extend   to   all  places 
within  the  kingdom  of  England,"   that  has  also   been   established, 
in  the  case  of  The  Indian  Chief,^  in  which,  on  a  question  arising, 
whether  foreigners  residing  in  the  settlements  of  the  East  India  Com- 
pany could  be  considered  as  resident  in  the   British  territory,  the 
nature  and  condition  of  the  territorial  rights  of  those  countries  was 
discussed,  and  the  court  was  inclined  to  hold,  that  for  purposes  of  this 
kind  they  might  properly  be  considered  as  within  the  terri- 
[  *  289  ]  tory  or  dominions  of  the  *  crown.^     Then,  as  the  last  objec- 
tion, it  is  contended,  that  such  a  case  as  the  present  is  taken 
out  of  the  former  part  of  the  order  by  the  reservation   of  the  latter 
clause.     That  does  not  appear  to  be  the  interpretation  put  upon  this 
demand  by  the  learned  persons  who  were  engaged  in  the  discussion 


1  Adm.  Kep.  vol.  i.  p.  80.  a  Adm.  Rep.  vol,  iii.  p.  12. 

3  See  also  The  Angelique,  vol.  iii.  Appendix,  p.  7,  in  which  the  national  character 
of  the  claimants,  Armenian  merchants  resident  in  Madras,  was  an  essential  part  of  the 
question,  by  which  only  they  were  affected  with  the  penalty-  of  trading  with  the  euemy 
as  British  subjects.  In  the  writings  of  Sir  \V.  Jones,  it  is  to  be  obser\'cd,  that  in  s}>cak- 
ing  generally  of  the  condition  and  character  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  British  i»o4se»- 
sions  in  India,  he  describes  them  as  British  subjects.  "  Whence  it  should  appear,  that 
in  all  India  there  cannot  now  be  fewer  than  thirty  millions  of  British  subjects."  Disc 
X.  Asiat  Res. 
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which  preceded  the  order.  By  the  account  of  that  discussion,  extant 
in  the  works  of  Sir  Lcoiine  Jenkins,  it  appears  that  the  limitation 
suggested  on  the  part  of  the  crown  by  the  King^s  Advocate,  Sir  R. 
Wiseman,  was,  "  that  he  would  have  it  understood  to  be  without  pre- 
judice to  the  king*s  men-of-war,  if  they  should  happen  to  be  the  lirst 
seizors."  To  which  it  is  afterwards  subjoined  and  approved  as  a  rea- 
sonable restriction,  "  provided  *  that  men-of-war  do  make  the  seizure 
in  pursuit  of  an  enemy,  putting  himsi»lf  into  port,  or  else  when  they 
happen  to  meet  an  enemy  as  they  are  going  out  of  port."  "And  this 
restriction  I  do  also  submit  to"  says  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins,  "  as  very 
reasonable  in  the  case." 

This,  then,  is  the  interpretation  which  it  was  then  contended  ought 
to  be  put  upon  the  several  parts  of  tiiis  order.    If  a  cruiser  ap|>ears  to 
be  in  any  manner  instrumental  in  driving  the  vessel  into  port,  unques- 
tionably it  would  be  a  harsh  interpretation  of  the  privileges  of  the 
Lord  High  Admiral  to  defeat  the  completion  and  success  of  a  pursuit 
already  commenced.     But  this  is  not  a  case  of  that  descrip- 
tion.    The  individual  'captor  had  no  incipient  merits  to  [  *  290  ] 
plead.     The  prize    lay  at  anchor,  owing  to  a  cause  which 
was,  as  to  all  parties  concerned  in  this  ipiestion,  entirely  accidental. 
On  these  grounds,  therefore,  it  is  submitted  that  this  is  a  peniuisitc 
falling  under  the  terms  of  the  grant,  and,  as  such,  properly  subject  to 
condemnation  as  a  droit  of  admiralty. 

In  reply,  the  Kini^'s  Advocate  and  Robinson,  observed,  that  the 
case  of  The  Mercurius,  which  had  been  mentioned  as  a  seizure  in 
Yarmouth  Road.**,  was  a  seizure  made  immediately  by  the  officer  of 
the  admiralty.  That  the  disputed  interest  in  this  instance  was  to  be 
considered  not  as  between  one  grantee  and  another,  but  as  between 
the  Lord  High  Admiral  and  the  crown,  for  whose  interests  the  indi- 
vidual captor  was  to  be  taken  as  a  trustee,  under  the  temporary 
grants  that  are  made  to  captors  at  the  commencement  of  each  war. 

That  the  true  point  of  distinction,  under  the  order  of  1665,  was 
whether  the  coming  in  was  accidental ;  and  the  whole  question  turned 
upon  the  meaning  to  be  assigned  to  the  term  accidental,  which  was 
to  be  understood  as  relating  not  to  the  individual  captor  merely,  but 
to  the  original  cause  of  coming  in.  Whether  it  was  owing 
to  a  war  cause,  or  otherwise  accidental,^  •  not  absolutely,  [*  291  ] 


1  Vol.  ii.  p.  707. 

'  Upon  this  distinction,  a  case  almost  contemporary  with  the  onlor  in  (juostion  ocoun 
in  Sip  L.  Jenkins's  letters,  as  to  propi*rty  detained  and  arresteil  in  the  AdmiraUy  Court 
of  Jamftica.    It  was  thu  case  of  a  Dutch  ship,  which  had  been  captured  befon:  the  war 

1'7» 
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which  could  scarcely  happen,  but  relatively,  and  with  reference 
to  the  war.  This  coining  in  was  unquestionably  not  accidental 
in  that  sense,  and  as  such  it  was  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  grant 
to  the  Lord  High  Admiral. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  ship  was  taken  as  an  undoubted  French 
ship,  and  with  a  French  cargo  on  board,  and  therefore  both  were 
unquestionably  subject  to   condemnation.     But  when  the 
[  *  292  ]  case  came  before  the  court  *  in  the  first  instance,  something 
appeared  in  the  depositions  which  showed  that  there  might 
possibly  be  an  interest  accruing  to  the  admiralty  from  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  capture.     The  court,  therefore,  conceived  it  to 
be  its  duty  to  condemn  only  generally,  and  directed  notice  to  be  given 
to  the  officers  of  the  admiralty,  in  order  to  afford  them  an  opportunity 


then  existing,  in  October,  1GG4,  by  a  French  man-of-Trar,  on  the  coast  of  Cuba,  and 
carried  into  Jamaica.  What  was  the  original  ground  of  seizure  on  the  part  of  the 
French  captor  is  not  explained,  but  it  appears  that  he  instituted  proceedings  against  the 
vessel,  and  prayed  to  have  it  condemned  to  him,  or  at  least  to  the  amount  of  his  expen- 
ses, and  the  damage  sustained  in  the  action. 

The  judge,  on  the  22d  of  November,  1G64,  sustained  this  prayer  so  far  as  to  con- 
demn the  ship  and  lading,  for  the  payment  of  500/.  to  the  Frenchman.  The  Dutch- 
man appealed  from  this  sentence,  and  Sir  Thomas  Modyford,  as  judge  of  appeal,  decreed 
it  to  be  null  and  void,  and  that  the  ship  and  her  lading  should  be  sold,  ^^and  that  tbe 
proceeds  should  remain  in  such  hands  as  he  should  appoint,  for  the  use  of  the  Hollander, 
in  case  there  should  be  no  war;  but  if  a  war  should  happen,  then  the  same  to  be  for 
the  use  of  your  Majesty,  and  his  Royal  Highness,  in  such  case  made  and  provided.* 
These  are  the  words  of  the  sentence  which  was  given,  December  the  9th,  1664.  The 
first  proceedings  in  the  admiralty  of  Jamaica  bear  date  the  1 7th  of  November  next 
before.  The  order  for  general  reprisals  against  the  Dutch,  issued  the  8th  of  the  same 
month  and  year,  and  the  war  was  declared  in  February  following.  The  first  question 
answered  was,  "  that  the  Hollanders  had  no  right  to  this  money."  On  the  second, 
'  •  Whether  his  Majesty,  or  else  his  Royal  Highness  shall  have  the  money,"  much  rea- 
soning is  employed,  in  the  course  of  which  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  observes,  in  principle 
to  the  effect  of  this  case  — "  that  no  seizure  in  port  which  is  by  accident,  (and  1  reckon 
all  seizures  accidental  to  a  war,  or  reprisals,  that  are  not  by  your  Majesty's  name  and 
command,)  is  by  the  regulation  intended  to  enure  to  your  ilajesty's  use."  ♦  And  in 
conclusion,  *'  so  that  upon  the  whole  matter,  the  seizure  of  the  ship  having  not  been 
by  way  of  embargo,  in  your  Majesty's  name,  or  by  your  warrant,  but  by  a  judicial 
decree  between  party  and  party,  which  was  a  mere  accident  to  the  rupture,  then 
begun ;  and  this  seizure  or  arrest  f  happening  at  a  time  when  reprisals  were  actually 
issued  out  in  England,  I  am  of  opinion,  under  correction,  that  the  right  to  this  money 
is  vested  in  his  Royal  Highness,  by  virtue  of  his  patent,  and  of  the  regulation  6th  of 
March,  1665-6."     V.  ii.  p.  743. 

♦  Page  743.  1 1  c.  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 
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of  sudtuining  such  an  interest,  if  it  should  appear  advisable.  It 
would,  indeed,  have  been  a  gross  dereliction  of  duty  in  the  court  not 
to  have  used  that  precaution.  Because  it  is  the  duty  of  every  court 
of  justice  to  take  notice  of  all  interests  that  appear  to  result  from  the 
evidence  before  it,  and  not  to  suffer  any  persons  to  be  precluded  from 
asserting  their  just  demands,  from  want  of  notice  of  any  facts  that 
may  have  transpired  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  and  may  have 
come  to  the  observation  of  the  court.  If  the  original  proceedings 
had  been  instituted  on  the  part  of  the  admiralty,  and  it  had  appeared 
that  the  individual  captor  might  be  interested,  it  would  have  been 
equally  the  duty  of  the  court  to  have  preserved  his  rights,  and  not  to 
have  shut  him  out  from  an  opportunity  of  interposing  his  claim.  It 
was  a  most  extraordinary  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  actual  captor, 
that  because  the  registrar  had  entered  the  decree  of  condemnatiouy 
without  noticing  the  direction  which  was  afterwards  given  for  sus- 
pending it,  upon  the  notice  taken  of  these  circumstances  so  appearing, 
a  complaint  should  be  raised  against  the  king's  proctor,  the  officer  of 
the  crown,  that  he  did  not  take  advantage  of  a  sentence  so  passed, 
and  make  a  disiionest  use  of  a  mere  act  of  inadvertency  in  the  offi- 
cer of  the  court.  The  king*s  proctor  would  have  deserted  his  duty 
as  a  practiser  in  the  court,  if  his  conduct  had  not  been 
exactly  what  it  was;  and  'the  complaint  against  him  is  [  •293  J 
founded  in  a  gross  misconception  of  the  nature  of  tiiat  duty.^ 

Wc  now  conio  to  tlie  (question  of  interest,  whetlier  this  prize  is  to 
be  condemned  to  the  captor,  or  as  a  droit  of  office  to  the  Ijord  High 
Admiral,  or,  as  that  office  is  now  constituted  in  practice,  to  the  king 
in  his  office  of  admiralty.  It  is  well  known  tliat  formerly  there  was 
a  Lord  High  Admiral,  who  now  exists  only  in  contemplation  of  law. 
All  rights  of  prixe  belong  originally  to  the  crown,  and  the  beneficial 
interest  derived  to  others  can  proceed  only  from  the  grant  of  the 
crown.  It  was  thought  expedient  to  assign  a  certain  portion  of  those 
rights,  to  maintain  the  dignity  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral ;  but 
during  the  civil  wars,  those  ancient  grants  had  grown  into  obscurity. 
And  it  is  observed  by  Sir  Leoiine  Jenkins,  that  it  had  been  the  policy 


>  These  obs^^rwition-*  wt*re  thrown  out  in  alliLMon  to  tlic  fomior  procce«linj:s  in  this 
cauw.  On  tlic  facts  al>ovi*  statiMl  hy  the  court,  the  raptor  had  c(m:»iJ«'nMl  himself 
aggrieved  hy  not  liavin^  the  copy  of  the  sentence  delivered  to  him,  and  had  dinM-tud 
an  appearance  tu  be  <;ivi*n  liy  his  own  pnx^tor,  to  a:*Si.'rt  his  intere;«t  in  opiMciitinn  tu  the 
kinp**  proctorf  in  wboM  hands  tlic  care  and  management  of  the  ca.*ie  was  otlicially 
k>d£red.  On  a  motion  K*in«;  made  to  that  efl'd-t.  the  court  adverted  to  the  circum- 
•tances  of  the  case,  and  dismissed  the  application  with  strong  disapprobation  of  the 
measures  which  had  beco  ponued. 
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of  the  usurper  to  expunge,  as  much  as  possible,  from  record,  the  very 
name  and  office  of  Lord  High  Admiral,^  and  all  rights  be- 
[  *  294  ]  longing   to   it.     *  At  the  restoration,  therefore,  it  became 
necessary  to  institute  an  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  those 
rights,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  their  just  limits.    The  discussion 
that  took  place  respecting  them  is  recorded  in  the  works  of  Sir  LieoUne 
Jenkins ;  and   I  think  it  does  appear,  from  the  history  of  that  trans- 
action, that  the  nature  and  distinction  of  those  rights  had  been  very 
much  obliterated  in  the  minds  of  those  who  might  be  expected  to  be 
best  acquainted  with  them.     For  the  opinions  that  are  reported  to 
have  been  held  by  persons  of  eminence  in  this  profession  at  that  time, 
are  in  no  trifling  degree  at  variance  with  each  other,  and  contradic- 
tory to  the  understanding  which  has  now  for  a  long  time  universally 
prevailed. 

Very  few  passages  from  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  will  be  suflicient  to 
justify  this  remark.     In  the  first  letter  ^  on  this  subject,  the  right  of 
seizure  in  port  is  supposed  not  to  belong  to  the  Lord   High  Admiral, 
in  prejudice  of  king's  ships,  though  nothing  is  more  established  now, 
than  that  such  perquisites  belong  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral  in  exclu- 
sion of  king's  ships,  as  well  as  of  others.     It  is  said  also^  "  that  this 
right  in  port  does  not  appear  to  be  in  the  Lord  High  Admiral,  to  the 
prejudice  of  the  king's  own  ships,  either  by  patent  or  prescription," 
which,  if  taken  separately,  might  appear  to  impugn  a  principle  now 
most  clearly  understood,  that  these  claims  of  special  privilege,  on  the 
part  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral,  can  have  no  other  legal  origin  than 
the  grant  of  the  crown.     The  meaning,  however,  which  the  words  of 
that  learned  person,  as  explained  by  subsequent  passages, 
[  *  295  ]  were  intended  to  convey,^  is  not  chargeable  with  any  *  inac- 
curacy on  this  point,  and,  therefore,  I  dwell  on  this  observa- 


1  Tho  Earl  of  AYarwick  was  appointed  Lord  High  Admiral  by  the  parliament ;  he 
resigned  under  an  ordinance  that  members  should  have  no  emploj-ments,  April  Ijdi, 
1645 ;  was  appointed  again  by  the  commons,  28th  April,  1645 ;  was  deprived  finally 
23d  February,  1648  ;  under  an  ordinance  that  *'  that  office  and  the  wardenship  (rf  the 
Cinque  Ports  should  be  executed  by  the  council  of  state,  appointed  by  the  authority 
of  pariiament" — Scobel,  Feb.  23,  1648. 

9  Page  765. 

3  Ibid. 

4  Sir  Leoline  Jenkins  is  to  be  understood  as  saying,  **  that  the  patent  granted  only 
bona  casu  fortu'Uo  reperta^  that  the  extending  it  to  bona  inimicorum,  was  an  extension 
of  the  grant  by  interpretation  under  the  late  regulations.  In  that  sense  he  explains 
himself,  **not  by  patent,  for  the  words,  bona  inimicorum  casufortuUo  reperta,  do  refer  as 
well  to  the  open  sea  (and  then  the  admiral  claims  not  against  the  king's  ships)  as  to  the 
ports."    "  Not  by  prescription,  for  in  the  two  precedents,  which  is  all  I  yet  find  of  enemies' 
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tion  no  farther  than  may  be  necessary  to  obviate  the  danger  of 
misconception  on  a  subject  of  public  importance.  In  the  account^ 
of  the  discussion  which  afterwards  took  place,  this  eminent  person 
has  recorded  the  traces  of  other  opinions,  which  it  is  not  so  easy  to 
reconcile  to  the  more  correct  view,  which  is,  I  conceive,  pro|)erly  to 
be  taken  of  this  subject.  He  says,  "wc  all  agree  that  his  Majesty 
has  not  any  interests  in  such  ships  and  goods  belonging  to  enemies, 
as  are  taken  and  brought  in  by  any  of  his  Majesty's  subjects,  who 
are  not  employed  in  the  king's  ships,  or  in  private  men-of-war." 

But  we  differ  only  in  this  circumstance.     Sir  R.  Wiseman  is  of 
opinion  that  such  ships  and  goods  ought  to  be  condemned 
to  the  taker;   Sir  W.  Turner  and  'myself,  "to  the  Lord  [  •296] 
High  Admiral."     Here  again  is  an  opinion  wholly  untena- 
ble,  in  favor  of  non-commissioned  captors ;   for  that  they   should 
hold  any  interest  to  be  vested  in  the  taker,  originally,  and  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  rights  of  the  crown,  is  so  contrary  to  the  true  doctrine  on 
this  subject,  that  it  shows,  I  think,  most  strongly,  that  all  legal  con- 
sideration of  these  matters  had  gone  much  into  a  state  of  desuetude, 
and   it  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  the  opinions  there  stated,  with  any 
view  of  the  subject  wiiieh  we  can  now  form,  looking  either  to  the 
general   principles  on  which   alone  such  rights  could  originally  be 
founded,  or  to  the  opinions  which  have,  in  later  times,  been  univer- 
sally entertained  respecting  them. 

It  is  stated,  also,  in  another  place,  "\Vc  agree,  that  enemies'  ships 
that  come  in  voluntarily  to  his  Majesty's  ports,  or  arc  driven  in 
thither  by  stress  of  weather,  or  other  accidents,  do  belong  to  the 
Lord  High  Admiral,  if  his  oiiicers  or  those  of  the  custom-bouse,  or 
iodeed  any  other,  do  seize  them.  This,  Sir  R.  Wiseman  would  have 
nnderstood    to    be   without   prejudice   to   the   king's   men-of-war," 


goodn  M'izcd  in  i>ort  an«l  adjutl^otl  to  tho  iAjnl  Adtniral,  it  dix'^  not  appear  by  Mr  bom 
the  M'izurc  wa^  inado,  in  tlif  one  at  Swanzoy,  aiul  it  is  oxpros.**,  the  virc-a<lniiral  made 
Uh*  other  in  thi^  I>le  of  Wi^ht.'*  *  S>  also  in  another  pla<-e.  f  His  wonis  are,  **  before 
thi«  n'<;ultition  U*  applied  to  the  fiu-t,  it  will,  I  8U]>po9e,  Ita  granted  without  dinicuh}*, 
that  then*  is  nothing  new  granted  to  the  admiral  by  this  regulation,  only  his  patent  is 
expliiueil.  aiitl  hi!»  right,  whirh  was  in  part  a<.-knowleilged  in  an  order  of  eouneil,  Dc- 
ceiulier  1 1,  ni*>|,  is  more  expres.'^Iy  deelartMl  as  to  bona  inimicorum.  The  Ixini  High 
Adminil  has  fhrnn  inimirorum  pro  iltnltctin  hahita  ftu  casn  j'ortuito  rrp^rta  within  hit 
juri^lietion,  grantrtl  to  him  by  iKiteni;  aiid  by  the  same  n^guUition,  Man-h  t:,  ]0G.*>,  his 
right  i;*  derlared  to  ext«'nd  to  enemies*  shi{is,  coming  into  port  by  ?tn'Wof  weather,  or 
oCfai-r  ai'cident:*;  to  it  is  if  they  come  in  by  mi:stakc  of  fiort,  or  not  knowing  of  the 
r."     Sir  Lcoline  Jenkins,  vol.  ii.  p.  74 'J. 

1  Page  767. 

•  PSge  765.  t  Page  742. 
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whereas  it  is  not  now  pretended  that  they  constitute  any  ground  of 
exception  whatever.  He  proceeds,  "  and  Sir  W.  Turner  is  contented 
it  should  be  so,  provided  the  men-of-war  make  the- first  seizure  in  the 
pursuit  of  an  enemy ;  and  these  restrictions,  he  says,  I  do  also  submit 
to  as  very  reasonable  in  this  case;"  not  as  collecting  the  traces  of 
former  practice  but  asserting  only  what  appeared  consonant  to  the 
reason  and  equity  of  the  case. 

On  all  these  points,  it  is  impossible  not  to  observe,  that  the  opi- 
nions of  those  eminent  persons,  who  are  not  to  be  named 
[  *  297  ]  in  this  court  without  great  respect,  *  are  so  inconsistent,  so 
opposite  to  the  order  made  in  council,  and  the  interpretation 
which  that  order  has  always  received,  that  we  are  induced  to  coo- 
elude  that  they  were  speaking  on  a  subject  which  had  gone  into 
some  disuse  and  consequent  oblivion,  and  on  which  they  had  not 
refreshed  their  memories,  by  recurring  to  any  traces  that  then  existed 
of  the  more  ancient  practice ;  that  their  opinions  can  afTord  but  little 
light  for  our  guide  in  the  present  times,  and,  therefore,  that  the  true 
rule  must  now  be  taken  from  the  order  of  council  of  1665.^ 

It  appears  to  me,  I  confess,  from  the  tenor  of  this  order,  that  the 
distinction  between  the  admiral  and  rights  of  the  crown  ia  founded  in 
this,  that  when  vessels  come  in  not  under  any  motive  arising  out  of 
the  occasions  of  war,  but  from  distress  of  weather,  or  want  of  pro- 
visions, or  from  ignorance  of  war,  and  are  seized  in  port,  they  belong 
to  the  Lord  High  Admiral ;  but  where  the  hand  of  violence  has  been 
exercised  upon  them,  where  the  impression  arises  from  acts  connected 
with  war,  from  revolt  of  their  own  crew,  or  from  being  forced  or 
driven  in  by  the  king's  ships,  they  belong  to  the  crown.  This  is  the 
broad  distinction  which  is  laid  down  in  the  order  of  council,  and 
which  has  since  been  invariably  observed. 

It  is  an  opinion  which  I  have  occasionally  thrown  out,  that  the 
rights  of  the  Lord   High  Admiral,  though  they  are  to  be  duly  sup- 
ported, are  not  to  be  extended  by  construction  ;  and  for  these  reasons, 
that  the  grants  of  the  crown  differ,  in  this  respect,  from  other  grants, 
that  they  are  to  be  taken  strictly,  and  are  not  to  be  interpreted  to  the 
benefit  of  the  grantee ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  rights  of  the  crown, 
being  public  rights,  deposited  there  for  great  public  purposes,  are  not 
to  be  alienated  beyond  the  precise  tenor  of  the   grant.     It 
[  *  298  ]  *is  said  that  the  captors  are  grantees  also,  and  that  their 
claims  stand,  in  that  respect,  on  the  same  footing  with  those 
of  the  Lord  High  Admiral ;  but  that  description  of  them  is  subject  to 


1  [Note  to  The  Rebecca,  1  C.  Rob.  230.] 
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an  essential  clistiiietion.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  to  be  recollected 
that  the  grant  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral  was  made  at  a  time  when 
that  oflice  was  on  a  footing  which  the  present  state  of  society  and 
modern  policy  would  scarcely  suffer  to  exist.  It  is  an  Crstablishtiient 
of  ancient  times,  but  little  adapted  to  reasons  of  modern  convenience. 
This,  at  least,  we  may  presume,  that  if  such  an  oflice  was  to  be  now 
institutcn],  some  other  mode  of  providing  for  its  support  would  be 
resorted  to  than  that  of  perquisites,  which  arc  so  fluctuating  in  their 
own  nature,  which  supply  no  regular  fund  for  a  permanent  establish- 
ment, and  are  in  no  manner  adapted  to  the  exigencies  of  the  public 
service.  The  grant  which  is  now  made  to  those  who,  by  a  commis- 
Bion,  execute  that  oflice,  is  accommodated  to  the  necessities  of  the 
present  time?,  and  is  directed  under  the  view  of  the  legislature, 
attending  to  these  present  necessities,  and  to  purposes  of  national 
concern. 

Another  distinction,  of  rather  a  more  legal  nature,  is,  that  the  grant 
to  the  Lord  Ili^h  Admiral, whatever  it  conveys,  carries  with  it  a  total 
and  |KT|>etual  alienation  of  the  rights  of  the  crown.  They  are  gone  for- 
ever, and  separated  from  the  crown,  and  nothing  short  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament can  restore  them  ;  whereas,  the  grant  to  captors  is  nothing  more 
than  a  mere  temporary  transfer  of  the  beneficial  interest ;  the?  crown 
would  not  be  chargeable  with  a  violation  of  any  public  law,  if  it  did 
not  itisue  the  grant ;  and  though  the  practice  of  issuing  it  after  the 
commencement  of  every  war  has  been  so  constant  in  later 
•times  as  to  authorizt?  the  ex|H'ctation  of  the  continuance,  [  *299  J 
it  !»till  is  to  be  considered  as  the  occasional  act  of  the  crown*s 
bounty,  by  which  not  the  right,  but  the  mere  beneficial  interest  of 
prize,  is  conveyed  for  a  time,  but  to  return  to  the  crown,  and  there  to 
remain  till  again  conveyed  by  a  fresh  act  of  royal  liberality.  Against 
sach  captors  standing  on  an  interest  of  that  species,  the  construction 
is  the  same  as  it  would  be  against  the  crown  itself,  because  they  can- 
not be  pronounced  against  without  pronouncing,  in  eflect,  that  a  per- 
petual alienation  of  the  crown^s  right  to  prize  taken  under  such 
circumstances,  had  already  been  made  to  the  Lord  High  Admiral. 

Having  premised  these  general  observations,  I  come  now  to  the 
matter  of  fact.  It  is  not  very  distinctly  ascertained  where  the  cap- 
tore  was  made,  since  there  are  not  less  than  three  or  four  n*present- 
ations  which  by  no  means  agree  with  each  other.  One  French 
witness  deposes,  "  that  they  were  taken  in  |>ort  at  Negapatam ; "  a 
second,  "that  they  were  taken  at  Negapatam;**  the  third  states, 
**  that  they  had  been  seized  and  brought  to  Negapatam,  where  they 
were  released,  and  that  after  twenty  days  they  were  captured,  wiiilst 
lying  in  the  road  of  Negapatam,  that  is,  not  in  port,  but  in  the 
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road  of  Negapatain.  Then  comes  the  account  contained  in  the 
affidavit  of  Captain  Lind,  the  actual  captor,  "  that  she  was  seized 
three  or  four  miles  from  the  shore,  and  not  within  gnnsbot,  and 
that  the  road  is  no  other  than  the  common  anchorage  ground, 
which  extends  along  the  coast  of  Coromandel  for  two  or  three 
hundred  miles."  These  arc  four  separate  and  contrary  represent- 
ations. On  the  question  of  locality,  then,  the  descrip- 
[  •  300  ]  tion  which  is  *  given  of  the  place  of  capture  is  not  so  accu- 
rate as  to  enable  the  court  to  draw  any  very  satisfactoij 
conclusions  from  it.  With  respect  to  captures  in  roads,  generally,  it 
must  be  understood  that,  to  raise  a  question  of  this  kind,  a  road  most 
at  least  be  so  connected  with  the  common  uses  of  the  port  as  to  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  port  in  which  the  capture  is  alleged  to  have  been 
made.^  We  all  know  that  there  are  roads  along  many  parts  of  the 
coasts  of  this  kingdom,  which  make  no  part  of  any  port.  The  port 
of  Yarmouth  is  very  different  from  the  roads  of  Yarmouth ;  and  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  a  ship,  lying  merely  at  anchor 
in  a  road,  without  being  protected  by  points  of  lands,  has  been  held 
to  support  a  claim  of  this  nature  on  the  part  of  the  admiralty.  It  is 
not  enough  that  ships  should  anchor  there  for  a  short  stay.  It  must, 
I  conceive,  be  the  place  where  vessels  not  only  arrive,  but  take  np 
their  station  for  the  purpose  of  unlivering  their  cargoes,  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  commerce.  If  it  were  necessary  to  decide  on»this 
point,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  exact  nature  of  the  place  of 
capture  was  not  so  defined  as  to  enable  the  court  to  pronounce  for 
the  claim  of  the  admiralty,  in  opposition  to  the  general  interest  of  the 
captor  under  the  Prize  Act. 

Another  topic  which  has  been  discussed,  is,  whether  this  settlement 
could  be  considered  as  part  of  the  British  territories,  being,  as  it  is 
described,  only  a  possession  of  the  East  India  Company,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  trade.     On  this  point,  the  inclination  of  my  opinion  is,  that, 
since  the  possessions  of  the  East  India  Company  have  been  so  incor- 
porated with  the  rights  and  interests  of  this  kingdom,  the  claims  of 
the  Lord  High  Admiral  would  extend  to  them,  and  would  attach  on 
seizures  made  in  that  part  of  the  world  as  well  as  in  other 
[*30l  ]  *  ports.     This  is  a  question,  however,  which  has  not  been 
directly  decided,  nor  perhaps  ought  it  to  be,  until  some  case 
occurs  which  may  render  it  necessary  to  consider  fully  and  with  due 
deliberation  all  the  consequences  that  may  be  involved  in  it.    The 
only  point  which  remains  to  be  considered  is,  that  on  which  I  have 
already  made  some  observations,  namely,  that  this  ship  did  not  come 


[The  Joseph,  1  Gall.  565.] 
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into  port  through  ignorance,  or  under  inducements  unconnected  with 
exertions  of  a  military  nature,  but  that  she  was  driven  or  forced  in 
by  one  of  his  Majesty's  ships.  This  is  what  appears  to  me  to  be 
specially  reserved  in  the  order  of  council.  It  is  the  case  of  a  ship  not 
ooly  driven  in,  but  brought  in,  upon  conjecture  of  war,  when  hostili- 
ties existed,  but  were  not  certainly  known.  She  was  on  that  account 
released,  and  seized  again  within  about  twenty /days,  when  the  exist- 
ence of  hostilities  was  no  longer  a  matter  of  conjecture.  Under 
these  circumstances,  unless  I  could  apply  a  more  liberal  interpretation 
of  the  Lord  High  Admirars  grant  than  I  conceive  myself  warranted 
to  do,  I  must  hold  the  right  of  prize  to  be  in  the  king.  I  am  of  opi- 
nion that  it  is  a  case  not  only  not  within  the  words  of  the  grant  to 
the  Lord  High  Admiral,  but  that  it  is  that  which  is  specially  reserved 
to  the  crown,  and  consequently  that  the  condemnation  ought  to  pass 
to  the  captor. 


•  The  Nostra  Signora  del  Carmen,  otherwise  Lk  Metis.  [  •302  ] 

May  17,  180C. 


lie  intereiU  ander  the  proilamation.    Claim  of  Lieutenant  Nicholaii.  of  his  Majest/f  ship 
Ki^r,  bat  a  iiassenger,  and  doin^  tluty  by  rc4ac>t  on  board  The  Tribune,  not  sustained.* 

This  was  a  question  of  interest,  on  the  claim  of  Lieutenant  Nicho- 
las, of  his  Majesty's  ship  The  Niger,  to  share  in  the  prize  captured 
by  The  Tribune,  on  a  suggestion  that  he  was  a  lieutenant  in  his 
Majesty's  service,  and  actually  doing  duty  as  lieutenant  on  board  The 
Tribune,  at  the  time  of  capture. 

The   ease   was  argued  on  the  special  matter,^  *  by  the  [  *  303  ] 


1  [Sec  The  Nontra  Si|rnora  lUl  Copo,  6  C.  Rob.  309 ;  The  Alert,  1  Dod.  236.] 
*  The  aflidaf  it  of  Lieutenant  ]loU>rt  Nicholas,  stated,  **  that  on  the  same  day  that 
the  rituation  of  lieutenant  Itecauic  vacant,  the  same  was  filliHl  liy  the  deponent,  by 
C«ptain  Bennett's  onlens  who  cxpressiMl  hinisi'lf  in  word.t,  or  to  the  effect,  following, 
namely :  — "  Mr.  Nicholas,  vour  w»rvices  are  now  l>ecomc  neressan* ;  vou  will  there- 
lore  keep  wati'h ;  **  ami  an  exhibit  was  introduciH),  as  a  certiticato  ^iveu  hy  C  aptain 
Bennett  to  the  appointment  and  service. 

"These*  are  to  certify  tluit  Lieutenant  Roln'rt  NichoLv,  of  his  Majesty's  ^hip  Ni;rer, 
•er^til,  by  my  order,  as  lieutenant  on  Ixjanl  his  Majesty's  ship  under  my  command, 
from  the  38th  day  of  December,  l^oi,  unto  the  date  heriKif. 

For  Lieutenant  Robert  Nicholas,   j  12th  day  of  February,  ISOi. 

of  11.  M.  S.  Niger.  I  (Signed)  U.  IL  A.  Btx.NKTT." 

VOL.    VL  18 
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King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence^  on  the  part  of  Lieutenant  Nicholas, 
and  by  Arnold^  Bwabey^  and  Robinson^  on  the  other  side,  to  the  effect 
of  the  observations  occurring  in  the  judgment. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  comes  on  after  a  delay,  which, 
wherever  the  demerit  of  having  occasioned  it  may  lie,  will  not,  I 
hope,  occur  in  any  other  cases.  It  arises  on  the  claim  of  Lieutenant 
Nicholas  to  share  as  lieutenant  of  his  Majesty's  ship  The  Tribune, 
he  being  a  lieutenant  of  his  Majesty's  ship  The  Niger,  but  on 
board  The  Tribune  for  the  purpose  of  taking  his  passage  home, 
and  doing  duty  at  the  request  of  the  commander  when  the  prize  was 
taken  ;  and  I  must  confess,  that  if  it  had  not  been  pressed  with  great 
earnestness  by  persons  to  whose  judgment  I  am  always  disposed  to 
pay  great  respect,  I  should  not  have  thought  that  there  was  any  very 

serious  question  in  the  case.  '  For  neither  the  original  case, 
[  •  304  ]  as  it  presented  itself  to  *  my  mind,  nor  the  observations 

which  I  have  heard  would,  independent  of  that  earnestoess, 
have  made  any  impression  upon  me.  The  opinion  which  I  have 
formed,  may  be  incorrect;  but  I  fear  it  is  invincible,  and  must  be  left 
to  be  corrected  by  the  decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  who  will  have 
the  means  of  forming  a  more  exact  judgment,  on  the  interpretsj^on 
which  is  to  be  given  to  the  instruments  on  which  this  question 
depends. 

It  appears  that  Lieutenant  Nicholas  was  coming  to  join  his  ship, 
The  Niger,  and  that  he  had  been  received  on  board  The  Tribune  as 
a  passenger,  with  great  civility,  as  well  by  the  captain,  as  by  the  lieu- 


On  the  other  side,  the  affidavit  of  Captain  Bennett  was  introduced,  stating,  "  that 
the  deponent  had  no  authority  to  increase  the  number  of  lieutenants,  contrary  to  the 
service,  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  regular  number  of  lieutenants  allowed,  and  that  he 
would  not  have  granted  the  said  Lieutenant  Nicholas  a  passage  to  England,  on  board 
The  Tribune,  in  prejudice  of  his  own  lieutenants." 

"  That  the  loss  of  the  master  of  The  Tribune  was  not  replaced  by  Lieutenant  Box, 
it  not  being  in  the  power  of  the  deponent,  who  then  was  and  still  remains  captain  of 
the  said  frigate,  to  reduce  him  to  that  rank ;  and  that  the  said  Lieutenant  Box  conti- 
nued to  be  a  lieutenant,  and  in  no  inferior  station  in  his  Majesty's  said  frigate." 

**  That  upon  the  loss  of  the  master,  it  became  necessary  that  some  person  should 
mark  the  log,  &c.,  but  that  the  so  doing  does  not  constitute  the  person  doing  it  as  the 
master  of  the  said  frigate  ;  neither  was  the  said  Lieutenant  Box  in  fact  so  considered, 
nor  did  this  deponent  mean  or  intend  such  construction  should  be  put  upon  hb  doing 
that  part  of  the  duty  required  of  him." 

"  And  he  lastly  made  oath,  that  the  certificate  given  by  him  to  the  said  Lieutenant 
Robert  Nicholas,  of  his  Majesty's  ship  Niger,  was  intended  as  a  matter  of  future  recom- 
mendation, and  not  to  support  him  in  any  claim  to  share  with  the  lieutenants  of  his 
Majesty's  said  frigate  Tribune,  in  any  prize  or  prizes  taken  by  her." 
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tenants  of  that  vessel,  since  the  captain  did  not  receive  him  without 
applying  for  their  consent,  as  it  might  be  attended  with  some 
encroachment  upon  their  personal  convenience.  They  consented^ 
however,  with  great  kindness,  to  receive  him,  and  also  his  friend,  a 
military  ofTicer,  into  their  mess,  and  accommodated  them  in  their 
cabin ;  and  certainly  it  is  highly  expedient  that  such  accommodation 
should  be  afforded  to  ofTicers  in  the  public  service.  Whether  the 
chance  of  having  such  consent  made  the  ground  of  a  demand  of  this 
nature,  will  tend  in  future  to  induce  persons  to  grant  civilities  of  this 
kind  more  readily,  may  be  a  question. 

The  case  has  been  argued  on  the  provisions  of  the  Prize  Act,  and 
the  proclamation  on  which  alone  my  judgment  can  be  founded.     As 
to  any  remarks  on  the  hardship  of  such  a  case,  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  observe,  that  no  case  that  depends  upon  the  operation  of  an  uni- 
versal rule,  can  properly  be  considered  as  a  hardship,  because 
the  party  will  have  the  benefit  of  the  rule  in  *  his  own  turn.  [  *  305  ] 
They  may  indeed  be  cases  which  on  the  first  view  may  ap- 
pear to  carry  hardships  with  them,  as  the  case  of  The  Cabadonga,^ 
perhaps,  where  all  the  parties  had  been  long  associated  in  a  common 
service,  and  where  the  crews  had  been  incorporated,  and  where  an 
engagement  had  been  sustained  attended  with  great  personal  danger. 
That  case  would  in  general  language  be  termed  a  hard  case.     But 
there  has  been  no  such  danger  sustained  here ;  and  no   particular 
ground  for  a  complaint  of  hardship. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  it  would  be  most  unjust  and  illiberal, 
that  Lieutenant  Nicholas  should  be  permitted  to  serve,  without  being 
allowed  to  partake  in  the  prize.     But  from  all  the  inquiries  which  I 


>  The  Nofvtra  Signora  dc  Cabadon;^  was  a  case  of  a  prize  taken  by  The  Centurion, 
on  boanl  of  which  ship  were  iievoral  ofBccn  of  ha  ^Lijesty'd  ships  The  Gloucester  and 
Trial  Prize.  These  two  ships  liad  l>cen  associated  with  The  Centurion,  in  a  voyage  of 
discovery  under  Jjord  Anson,  but  had  been  destroyed  during  the  voyage,  as  no  longer 
sea-worthy.  The  dct^rce  ot*  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  pronounced  **  that  these  offi- 
cers were  oflicers  in  his  ^Lijcsty*s  ser%'ice  on  board  The  Centurion,  at  the  time  of  cap- 
ture, and  adjudged  them  to  sliare  respectively  a<Tonling  to  their  ranks  with  the  officers 
of  The  Centurion."     8th  March,  1745.     Book  2,  fol.  228. 

On  appeal  this  sentence  was  reversed,  and  it  was  decreed,*  **  that  they  were  nol 
commissioned  or  warrant  ofTicers  of  or  belonging  to  Tlie  Centurion,  nor  in  pay  as  such, 
nor  aiding  or  assisting  as  officers  of  or  In^Ionging  to  Tlie  Centurion,  at  the  time  of  cap- 
ture ;  and  that  they  have  not  any  right  to  sliare  in  the  distribution  of  the  prize  money 
with  the  officers.**  Sec,  also,  1  I)ouglas,  p.  326,  where  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
are  stated. 

•  Lords,  I7tb  May,  1747. 
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have  been  able  to  make  from  experienced  and  respected  persons  in 
the  navy,  I  am  informed,  that  it  would  have  been  an  illiberal 

[  *  306  ]  and  churlish  thing,  if  an  *  officer  so  received  on  board 
another  ship  had  not  offered  to  contribute  his  assistance,  in 
return  for  the  accommodation  which  he  had  received.  The  procla- 
mation and  the  Prize  Act  lay  down  two  requisites  as  necessary  to 
entitle  a  person  to  share ;  that  the  officer  should  be  not  only  on  board, 
but  that  he  shall  be  also  an  officer  belonging  to  the  ship.  This  is  tlie 
obvious,  and  likewise  the  decided  meaning  of  the  clause ;  and  Lofd 
Mansfield,^  in  Wemys  v.  Linzee,  "  states  it  to  have  been  judicially  de- 
termined, "  that  the  officers  must  not  only  be  on  board,  but  belonging 
to  that  ship  ;"  and,  therefore,  the  only  question  is,  whether  this  gen- 
tleman could  be  considered  as  a  lieutenant  belonging  to  The  Tribune! 
On  what  ground  can  it  be  contended  that  he  was  ?  It  is  said  thil 
there  was  a  vacancy,  and  that  the  captain  might  appoint  a  lieuten- 
ant. On  some  stations  the  commanding  officer*  may  have  aright 
to  appoint  to  vacancies,  and  if  the  appointment  is  confirmed  by  the 
admiralty,  it  may  be  a  question  how  far  that  confirmation  would  act 
retrospectively,  so  as  to  give  the  person  a  legal  right  to  all  the  profits 
of  his  new  situation  from  the  moment  of  such  appointment.  I  sbonld 
be  disposed  to  hold  that  it  would ;  though  it  does  not  occur  to  ray 
recollection  that  there  has  ever  been  a  claim  of  persons  so  situated 
decided,  or  brought  into  discussion,  in  this  court  It  is  sufficient  to 
observe,  that  the  question  cannot  be  raised  in  this  case,  because  here 
was  no  vacancy  among  the  lieutenants ;  and  nothing  can  be  clearer, 
than  that  the  captain  could  not  remove  a  lieutenant,  so  as  to  creates 
vacancy  by  his  own  authority." 

But  we  have  the  most  convincing  testimony  that  there 

[•307]  was  no  such  intention.  The  whole  of  the  case  •seems to 
have  been  built  on  a  wrong  interpretation  of  the  nature  of 
the  certificate  which  had  been  given  by  Captain  Bennett  I  am  in- 
formed that  it  is,  as  indeed  it  must  be,  a  very  constant  practice  in 
cases  of  indisposition,  or  on  other  occasions,  for  one  person  to  do 
duty  for  another,  but,  that  the  person  so  acting,  does  not  on  that 
account  cease  to  continue  in  his  own  character.  In  this  instance, 
Lieutenant  Box  might  act  as  master,  but  he  did  not  cease  to  be  lieu- 
tenant. It  was  not  in  tl\p  power  of  Captain  Bennett  to  degrade  him; 
he  might  suspend  him  for  misconduct,  but  he  could  not  transfer  him 
to  a  subordinate  station.  Indeed  we  have  the  best  evidence  on  this 
point  in  the  affidavit  of  Captain  Bennett,  guaranteed  as  it  is  in  the 


1  1  Douglas,  p.  326.  «  Vide  infra,  p.  310. 
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strongest  manner  by  his  want  of  authority.  To  produce  any  such 
eflect  there  must  have  been  an  entire  transfer  of  Lieutenant  Box  to 
another  office,  before  his  own  could  be  said  to  be  vacated,  or  could 
become  an  appointment,  liable  to  be  conferred  on  another  person.  If 
wc  are  to  look  to  any  vacancy,  it  was  the  office  of  master  that  was 
vacant;  and  if  Lieutenant  Nicholas  had  been  appointed,  as  it  is 
called,  or  requested  to  do  duty  as  master,  I  should  not  have  held  that 
he  would  have  been  entitled  to  share  in  that  character ;  because  he 
coald  not,  in  my  apprehension,  be  so  appointed,  since  he  was  a  lieu- 
tenant in  another  ship,  and  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  captain  to 
titer  his  relation  to  the  naval  service  of  the  country. 

The  mere  performing  the  duties  of  an  officer^  would  not  necessa- 
lily  confer  the  benefit  and  emoluments  of  that  office.  The 
important  consideration  will  *  be,  whether  he  comes  into  [  *  308  ] 
the  ofiicc  by  the  mode  which  the  law  prescribes  to  confer  the 
right  and  interests  of  the  office.  These  are  the  observations  which 
suggest  themselves'  on  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  I  think  they  are  fully 
tapported  by  the  doctrine  of  decided  cases.  In  Wemys  v.  Linzee,^ 
the  question  is  reported  to  have  terminated  finally  in  a  verdict  that 
the  plaintifThad  not  acted  in  the  capacity  alleged.  The  duty  had  not 
been  performed.  It  will  not  follow,  however,  that  if  it  had,  the  de- 
mand could  have  been  sustained.  But  the  case  of  The  Cabadonga 
does,  I  think,  furnish  a  complete  decision  on  the  general  law,  and  is 
dearly  applicable  to  this  case.  On  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion,  that 
there  was  no  vacancy  but  that  of  master,  to  which  Lieutenant  Nich- 
olas could  not  have  been  appointed.  We  have  it  from  Captain  Ben- 
nett himself  not  only  that  lie  could  not  appoint  him  to  be  lieutenant 
on  board  his  ship,  but  that  he  had  no  such  intention,  and  that  he 
would  not  have  received  him  on  board,  if  he  had  supposed  that  it 
could  have  interfered  in  any  manner  with  the  interests  of  his  own 
lieutenants ;  and  that  the  certificate  which  had  been  relied  on,  was 
meant  only  as  an  expression  of  the  general  courtesy  and  kindness, 
with  which  this  gentlrman  had  been  all  along  received  and  treated. 
With  the  most  perfect  conviction  of  mind,  I  decide  against  this 
claim,  and  nmst  leave  it  to  be  corrected  elsewhere,  if  the  opinion 
which  I  have  formed  should  be  erroneous. 


1  Luinlcy  r.  Sutton,  8  Tcnu  Itt'p.  p.  224, 
*  On  a  new  trial,  1  Douglas,  p.  32S. 
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[  •  309  ]  *  The  Nostra  Signora  Del  CorOj  Alesandro,  master. 

March  29,  1808. 

• 

Prize  interests  under  the  proclamation.    Claim  of  Mr.  Whiteway  to  share  as  lieatenant,  as 

appointed  by  the  captain  of  his  Majesty's  ship  Agamemnon,  "to  act  as  lieatenant," not 

sustained.^    See  circumstances. 

In  this  case,  a  question  of  a  nature  in  some  respects  similar  to  the 
last,  and  for  that  reason  introduced  here,  far  out  of  the  order  of  dates, 
was  brought  before  the  court,  on  the  claim  of  Mr.  Samuel  Whitewty, 
to  share  as  acting  lieutenant  on  board  The  Agamemnon,  in  a  capture 
made  by  that  vessel,  on  the  following  facts,  as  set  forth  in  the  act 

The  Agememnon  being  a  ship  belonging  to  Admiral  Sir  J.  Orders 
squadron  off  Cadiz,  on  the  8th  of  December,  1804,  received  ordeo 
from  him  to  cruise  for  fourteen  days  off  Cape  St  Mary,  at  the  dis- 
tance of  about  seventy-five  miles,  and  then  to  return.  On  the  day 
before  the  ship  parted  from  the  squadron,  Sir  John  Orde  took  to  his 
own  ship  two  of  the  lieutenants  belonging  to  The  Agamemnon, 
putting  on  board  a  gentleman  of  the  same  rank  from  another  ship, 
but  leaving  a  vacancy  of  one  lieutenant  on  board  The  Agamemnon. 
Captain  Harvey,  considering  himself  to  be  completely  detached,  did, 
on  the  following  day,  and  when  totally  out  of  sight,  and  deeming  it 
requisite  for  the  due  performance  of  the  duty,  appoint  by  w^arrant  Mr. 
Samuel  Whiteway  to  be  acting  lieutenant  on  board  The  Agamemnon. 
Mr.  Whiteway  served  in  that  capacity  during  the  cruise  on  which 
the  prize  was  taken.  When  the  vessel  rejoined  the  fleet,  the  admiral 
approved  of  what  had  been  done,  but  did  not  confirm  the  appoint- 
ment in  any  manner,  but  appointed^  another  gentleman,  and  took 
Mr.  Whiteway  on  board  his  own  ship,  in  order  to  promote  him  on 
some  future  occasion. 

[  *  310  ]  *  On  the  part  of  two  gentlemen,  lieutenants  of  The 
Agamemnon,  opposing  this  claim,  the  Kingfs  Advocate  and 

Adams  contended  —  That  the  appointment  set  forth  in  the  act,  was 
not  sufficient  to  support  the  interest  under  the  proclamation,  which 
looks  to  the  qualification  of  persons  under  their  commissions  from 
the  admiralty,  and  not  to  the  situations  which  they  may  accidentally 
fill  on  particular  occasions. 


[See  The  Nostra  Signora  del  Carmen,  6  C.  Bob.  302.] 
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That  the  power  of  appointing  officers  to  supply  vacancies  was 
intrusted   with  groat  caution,  and  under  great  restrictions,  by  the 
Board  of  Admiralty ;  that  with  respect  to  captains  or  superior  olii- 
cers,^  they  were  empowered  by  the  naval  instructions  to  appoint  only 
in  case  of  death,  or  very  urgent  necessity.     Even  commanders-in- 
chief,  when  they  have   a  power  of  appointment  inserted  in  special 
terms  in  their  commissions,  were  restricted  from  exercising  it  in  cer- 
tain latitudes,  where  they  might  have  an  opportunity  of  recurring 
to    the    Board   of  Admiralty.^     That   it  was    in   fact  a 
•power  but  rarely  exercised;  that  Sir  Edward  Berry  went  [  •311  ] 
into  action  in  the  memorable  engagement  of  Trafalgar,  and 
on  another  occasion,  in  the  presence  of  the  commander-in-chief,  with- 
out having  his  complement  of  lieutenants  filled  up ;  that  if  Captain 
Harvey  could,  under  any  circumstances,  and  when  independent  of 
any  superior  commander,  exercise  such   a  power,  this  was  not  a 
eaae  of  independent  ser\'ice,  but  of  a  temporary  absence  only,  under 
the  immediate  direction  of  the  admiral,  who  had  not  confirmed  the 
appointment,  neither  was  Mr.  Whiteway  a  lieutenant  at  the  present 
moment. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  PhiUimore  re- 
ferred to  the  wammt "'  of  appointment,  and  "  the  explanation  [  •  312  ] 
^ven  of  that  act  in  the  affidavit  of  (*aptain  Harvey,  and 
contended  that  Mr.  Whiteway  was  entitled  to  share  as  lieutenant 
in  the  prizes  taken  during  the  time  that  he  served  in  that  capacity. 


I  ^If  a  conioiitfsion  or  warmnt  oflir4T  of  any  ?ilii|>  shall  die,  and  tho  i«er%'iro  nbould 
re<|uin5  tliat  another  nhnuld  U*  imimMiiately  apiMiinU'd,  the  senior  caiitain  jiresi^nt  in  to 
appoint  a  pnijKT  {N>r>fin  to  a^-t,  until  the  ph'aoun*  of  the  admiralty,  or  his  coniniandcr- 
in-i-hicf,  sliall  Ih:  known  :  hut  no  other  than  the  eonunanfler-inihief  iiliall  appoint  to 
wny  vacanry  (M-ea^ionetl  hy  any  other  eauM*  than  death  ;  unles<*,  troin  jirune  extniordi- 
nar}'  eireuiostanees,  the  nuniU'r  ol'  ollireni  in  a  >hip  In'  so  riMlueed  as  to  uiake  it  aliso- 
bitely  neeeiisar}'  to  appoint  others/*    Naval  Instruetion!*,  50et.  4,  c.  2,  art.  'J  I. 

*  When  a  coniinander-in-«'hief  is  authorizi-d  toap]M)int  otlirery  to  vaeaiicics,  which 
nay  occur  in  the  jihi[>s  under  his  comniand,  he  i>  never  to  exeri'isi*  that  jiower  whih*  in 
the  Channel  soundinpr^,  or  in  the  North  Sim,  or  the  Italtie,  or  on  any  of  the  eoast.1  oi* 
the  faiti'tl  Kin;r<]i»ni ;  but  he  is  to  intbmi  the  secrvtar^*  of  the  ailniindty  of  all  %-aean- 
that  may  hapfien,  that  the  I»nl!>  C'onmii>:*inners  of  the  Adniirally  niay  tviaX  olli- 
to  fill  them,  or  ^nve  such  dirc<'tions  respecting  them,  as  they  may  think  fit ;  Imt  he 

iV  api»oint  pro|ier  oHieers  to  act  in  tho>o  vacancies  until  the  pleasure  of  tho  admi- 
imlty  shall  be  known.**    Ihid.  art  2. 

'  Tho  appointment  was  in  these  terms  : 

'*  I  do  hereby  constitute  and  api>oint  you  acting  Hcntenant  of  the  kChX  ship,  willin;; 
and  requiring  you  to  take  upon  you  the  charge  and  comuand  oT  acting  lieutenant  in 
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He  had  been  appointed  to  act  as  lieutenant  by  competent  autho- 
rity, and  had  been  received  in  that  character;  he  had  done  doty, 
and  been  borne  upon  the  books,  and  had  received  pay  as  such,  and 
would,  no  doubt,  have  been  liable  to  be  tried  by  a  court-martial  for 
any  neglect  of  the  duties  of  that  appointment. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  is  a  question,  whether  Mr.  Whiteway  is  to 
be  considered  as  a  sea  lieutenant,  so  as  to  share  in  the  prize  taken  by 
The  Agamemnon,  under  the  circumstances  which  have  been  repre- 
sented. 

It  is  alleged,  that  at  the  time  when  the  appointment  was  made, 

The  Agamemnon  was  separated  from,  and  out  of  sight  of,  the  fleet, 

but  I  cannot  accede  to  that  description.     Separated  firom 

[  *  313  ]  the  fleet  she  might  *  be,  but  not  from  the  commander-iD- 

chief,  so  as  to  be  independent  of  his  authority.     On  the 

contrary,  it  appears  that  Captain  Harvey,  on  his  return,  reported  to 

the  admiral  what  had  been  done,  for  his  approbation.     The  admiral 

would  undoubtedly  be  entitled  to  share  in  all  prizes  made  by  The 

Agamemnon  during  the  cruise ;  and  so  far  was  this  vessel  from  being 

completely  separated  from  the  command,  under  which  she  bad  been 


her  acconlingly  ;  strictly  charging  and  commanding  all  the  officers  and  compan}'  be- 
longing to  the  said  ship  subordinate  to  you,  to  behave  themselves  jointly  and  sevenJlj 
in  their  respective  employments,  with  all  due  respect  and  obedience  unto  you,  tkeir 
said  acting  lieutenant,  &c. 

"  And  for  so  doing,  this  shall  bo  your  warrant. 

"  Dec.  9,  1807.  (Signed)  Jonx  IIarvey.' 

To  Mr.  Samuel  Whiteway,  hereby  appointed  to  act  as  lieutenant  of  H.  M.  S.  Aga- 
memnon, until  further  order. 

Captain  Harvey's  affidavit  farther  stated,  —  "  That  by  the  regulations  of  the  service, 
an  admiral  or  commander-in-chief,  when  at  a  distance  from  immediate  communicatioa 
with  the  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty,  has  full  power  and  authority  to  supply  sach 
vacancies  as  may  happen  on  board  of  ships  under  his  command,  and  notwithstanding 
such  promotions  may  not  be  afterwards  confirmed,  yet  the  persons  so  appointed  receive 
the  pay  of  the  situation  for  the  time  they  filled  it,  and  such  persons  are  ^po  always 
considered  entitled  to  share  in  that  class  of  officers  with  which  they  are  so  acting,  in 
all  prizes  during  that  period.  That  he  has  always  understood,  that  in  cases  of  one  or 
more  ships  detached  from  a  squadron  on  a  special  service,  such  as  The  Agamemnon 
was,  and  where  the  great  distance  precludes  communication,  the  commanders  of  those 
ships  are  considered  as  possessed  of  similar  authority,  and  have  exercised  it,  and  that 
he  hath  never  understood  that  the  right  of  officers  so  nominated  had  ever  been  called 
in  question,  so  far  as  regarded  prize  money,  but  that  they  have  always  been  deemed 
entitled  to  share  in  that  class  of  officers  with  whom  they  acted,  in  performing  the  dnty 
of  the  ship  when  the  prize  was  captured. " 
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plaocd,  that  she  is  not  to  be  considered  as  separated,  in  any  manner, 
to  any  legal  effect  whatever. 

The  powers  or  privileges  that  may  belong  to  a  captain  or  senior 
ofTicer,  entirely  detached  and  independent  of  a  superior  command, 
cannot,  with  propriety,  be  attributed  to  Captain  Harvey,  who  was  not 
so  detached ;  and  I  may  put  out  of  the  case  all  instances  of  appoint- 
ments made  by  captains  of  independent  ships.  This  is  not  a  case  of 
that  description,  and  I  am,  therefore,  not  called  upon  to  lay  down  the 
rule  for  such  cases  with  any  mea^^ured  consideration.  It  may  be  very 
necessary  or  proper,  that  persons  so  situated  should  be  intrusted 
with  such  a  power,  without  affecting  in  any  manner  the  question 
immediately  before  me. 

On  the  return  of  The  Agamemnon,  Captain  Harvey  reported  the 
appointment  to  Sir  J.  Orde,  who  expressed  some  approbation  of  what 
had  been  done  ;  but  he  did  not  conTirm  the  appointment,  because  he 
immediately  removed  Mr.  Whiteway  to  his  own  ship. 

On  these  facts  two  (|uesti<)ns  may  be  raised  ;  first,  what  was  the 
intention  of  Captain  Harvey,  that  intention  being  gathered,  not  from 
what  has  been  introduced  since  in  evidence,  but  from  the  tenor  of  the 
warrant?  and,  secondly,  supposing  that  intention  to  have  been  abso- 
lute, whether  Captain  Harvey  had  any  such  power,  so  as  to 
eonfer  on  the  person  appointed  a  right  to  share  *  in  prize*  [  '311] 
ondor  the  proclamation,  on  which  alone  my  judgment  must 
be  formed  ?  Looking  at  the  instrument  alone,  which  purports  to 
appoint  Mr.  W^hiteway  to  Ix*  a(*ting  lieutenant,  I  should  Im^  disposed 
to  consider  it  as  an  appointtnent  only  for  oceasiiinal  and  temporary 
parpos<*s,  —  "  I  appoint  you  acting  lieutenant.*'  At  the  same  time,if  it 
is  the  form  in  which  other  appointments  are  usually  made,  I  should  be 
sorry  to  lay  much  stress  on  that  observation,  and  if  wc  look  at  the 
terms  in  which  Captain  Harvey  speaks  in  his  affidavit,  it  is  rather  to 
be  inferred,  that  liis  intention  was  to  confer  the  appointment  in  the 
fallost  extent  to  which  he  was  competent. 

Then  comes  the  second  ({uestion,  whether  Captain  Harvey  had  the 
power  of  makini^  the  appointment,  so  as  to  convey  an  inier(*st 
nnder  the  proclamation  ?  Some  cirenmstanees  have  been  thrown  in 
as  auxiliary  to  this  demand,  as  that  there  is  a  sort  of  eourte>y  in  the 
navy,  which  countenances  tht*  practice;  hut  that  will  not  be  >tiiri- 
cient  to  control  the  terms  of  the  proclamation,  and  the  construction 
which  pro|)erly  belongs  to  them. 

It  is  said,  also,  that  the  Lords  of  the  Admindty  have  allowed  the 
pay,  which  may  signify  their  approbation  of  the  services  of  this  gen- 
tleman. But  it  appears  that  tliis  is  a  discretion  which  is  exerciM'd 
on  <x;casions  of  this  kirtd  with  various  result,  sometimes  allowing 
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such  payment,  and  sometimes  withholding  it.  If  there  is  any  in- 
stance in  which  it  is  refused,  it  shows  that  it  is  to  be  deemed  an  act 
merely  of  liberal  consideration,  in  the  case  where  it  is  granted.  It 
may  be  observed,  also,  that  there  are  no  adverse  interests  to  be 
affected  by  an  allowance  of  that  nature.     It  rests  entirely  between 

the  individual  and  the  public,  where  the  Lord  High  Admiral, 
[*315  ]  •representing  the  public,  may  be  authorized  to  exercise  a 

more  extended  liberality  in  rewarding  particular  services,  at 
the  same  time  that  such  approbation  would  be  very  improperly  made 
the  test,  or  foundation,  of  a  legal  demand. 

It  is  argued,  that  a  person  under  this  appointment  would  be  sub- 
ject to  a  court-martial  for  neglecting  the  duties  of  the  office.  The 
necessities  of  the  service  may  render  him  liable  to  such  orders,  aod 
amenable  to  the  ordinary  jurisdiction,  in  case  of  disobedience.  But 
that  he  becomes  liable  as  a  lieutenant,  is  not  I  think  an  accurate 
description.  It  is  begging  the  question  to  state  it  in  that  manner; 
because  to  be  liable  to  be  tried  as  a  lieutenant,  he  should  be 
liable  to  be  punished  as  a  lieutenant ;  that  is,  to  be  broken  as 
a  lieutenant,  which  in  fact  he  could  not  be,  since  he  was  not 
a  lieutenant,  and  is  not  a  lieutenant  at  this  moment.  That  plea 
therefore  will  not  avail.  It  is  then  said,  that  he  messed  as  a  lieu- 
tenant. But  even  that  privilege,  were  its  importance  much  greater 
that  it  is,  appears  by  one  of  the  affidavits  to  have  been  granted  to 
him  as  a  guest,  and  in  the  way  of  accommodation,  rather  than  as  a 
person  contributing  his  proportion  as  matter  of  rights  and  under  the 
ordinary  regulations  of  the  service.  That  he  was  borne  on  theb^ks, 
and  put  on  the  prize-lists,  arc  acts  of  Captain  Harvey  only,  and  though 
they  are  strongly  indicative  of  the  opinion  which  that  gentleman 
entertained  of  Mr.  Whiteway's  situation,  and  of  his  disposition  io 
serve  him,  they  can  have  but  little  effect  in  ascertaining  his  legal 
character. 

Under  a  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  act, 
I  do  not  conceive  that  I  am  warranted  to  pronounce  that  Mr.  White- 
way  was  appointed  a  sea  lieutenant,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  share  in 
that  character  under  the  proclamation. 
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•  The  William,  Hastic,  master.  [  *  316  ] 

December  17,  1806. 

Damage  againit  the  captor,  ^wlng  to  a  defect  of  dae  diligence,  in  not  haTing  taken  a  pilot 

on  board,^  &c.  restitution  in  value. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  demand  for  restitution  in  value,  for  a  ship 
and  cargo  lost  in  going  into  Guernsey,  owing  to  a  want  of  due  skill 
in  the  prize-master,  who  had  refused  to  take  a  pilot  on  board.  As  it 
was  a  question  depending  in  great  measure  on  points  of  nautical 
ikill  and  experience,  the  court  was  attended  by  two  gentlemen  from 
the  Trinity  House.     On  the  opening  of  the  case. 

The  Court  observed  —  Gentlemen,  I  will,  in  this  stage  of  the  case, 
take  the  liberty  of  stating  to  you  the  principles  of  law  which  govern 
cases  of  this  description.  When  a  capture  is  not  justifiable,  the 
captor  is  answerable  for  every  damage.  But  in  this  case  the  original 
seizure  has  been  justified  by  the  condemnation  of  part  of  the  cargo. 
It  18  therefore  to  be  considered  as  a  justifiable  seizure,  in  which  all 
that  the  law  requires  of  the  ca|)tor  is,  that  he  should  be  held  respon- 
sible for  due  diligence.  But  on  questions  of  this  kind,  there  is  one 
position  sometimes  advanced,  which  does  not  meet  with  my  entire 
assent,  namely,  that  captors  are  answerable  only  for  such  care  as  they 
would  take  of  their  own  property.  This,  I  think,  is  not  a  just  criterion 
in  such  case;  for  a  man  may,  with  respect  to  his  own  property, 
encounter  risks  from  views  of  particular  advantage,  or  from  a  natural 
disposition  of  rashness,  which  would  be  entirely  unjustifiable,  in  respect 
to  the  custody  of  the  goods  of  another  person,  which  have  come  to 
his  bands  by  an  act  of  force.  Where  property  is  confided  to  the 
eaie  of  a  particular  person,  by  one  who  is,  or  may  be  supposed  to  be, 
acquainted  with  his  character,  the  care  which  he  would 
take  of  his  own  *  property  might,  indeed,  be  considered  as  a  [  *  317  ] 
reasonable  criterion.  But  in  cases  of  capture,  there  is  no 
confidence  reposed,  nor  any  voluntary  election  of  the  person,  in  whose 
care  the  property  is  left.  It  is  a  compulsory  act,  of  justifiable  force, 
but  still  of  such  force  as  removes  from  the  owner  any  responsibility 
for  the  imprudent,  or  incautious,  conduct  of  the  prize-master.  It  is 
not  enough,  therefore,  that  a  person  in  that  situation  uses  as  much 


1  [Die  Firo  Bimsr.  5  C.  Bob.  957.] 
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caution  as  he  would  use  about  his  own  affairs.  The  law  requires 
that  there  should  be  no  deficiency  of  due  diligence.  And  this  is  the 
point,  which  you  will  have  to  determine  on  the  evidence  which  will 
be  laid  before  you,  with  respect  to  the  loss  of  this  vessel,  which  stmck 
upon  a  rock,  and  went  down  in  mid-day,  without  any  change  of  wind, 
or  any  accident  imputable  to  the  state  of  the  weather.  The  ques- 
tion will  be,  whether  the  rock  on  which  the  vessel  struck,  was  such 
as  ought  to  have  been  known  to  persons  pretending  to  be  acquainted 
with  the  navigation  of  that  port  ?  one  of  the  objections  being,  that 
the  prize-master  did  not  take  a  pilot  on  board.^ 

[  •  318  ]      •  The  case  was  argued  on  the  facts  by  the  King^s  Advocate 
and  Jennefj  on  the  part  of  the  captor,  and  by  Laurence  and 
Adams  for  the  claimant. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     Gentlemen,  you  have  now  heard  the  affidavita 
read,  and  the  arguments  of  counsel  upon  them,  and  I  shall  not  think 


1  In  the  case  of  The  Portsmouth*  and  other  cases,  on  questions  of  loss  or  damage 
sustained  in  the  navigation  of  prize  vessels,  the  jCourt  of  Admiralty  has  considered  it 
to  be  a  principal  test  of  due  diligence,  whether  the  prize-master  had  availed  himself  of 
the  ordinary  opportunities  of  taking  a  pilot  on  board.  In  The  Portsmouth,  the  cowt, 
after  a  discussion  of  evidence  appl}'ing  to  the  accident,  observed,  "  As  to  the  quesdoo 
of  legal  responsibility,  it  appears  that  there  was  a  regular  pilot  on  board,  to  whom  tlie 
care  of  the  navigation  of  the  vessel  was  necessarily  confided.  If  persons  under  him  do 
their  duty,  and  it  is  not  shown  that  the  cause  of  damage  arises  from  want  of  obedience 
in  them,  or  from  any  cause  assignable  to  the  want  of  that  control  which  the  captor  is 
bound  to  exercise  over  the  crew,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  captor  is  exonerated.  Tlus 
is  a  rule,  which  the  court  has  applied  in  several  cases,  and  the  only  objection  that  I  have 
heard  made  to  it  is,  that  it  may  be  a  grevious  hardship  on  the  owner,  to  have  tlie 
responsibility  for  the  loss  of  a  valuable  ship  turned  over  to  a  pilot,  who  mav  be  in 
reality  a  person  of  no  substance.  But  upon  what  different  grounds  do  all  other  branches 
of  navigation  depend  V  It  must  happen  to  East  India  ships,  and  to  valuable  cargoes  of 
all  descriptions,  to  be  confided  to  the  care  of  pilots  in  the  same  manner,  and  on  the 
same  conditions.  I  see  nothing,  therefore,  in  this  plea  of  hardship,  that  should  justiflr 
a  distinction,  or  throw  back  the  responsibility  on  the  captors,  who  were,  in  no  degree, 
the  cause  of  this  misfortune,  and  who  were  chargeable  with  nothing  but  the  appoint- 
ment of  one  of  the  established  pilots  of  the  river,  of  whose  qualification  they  were  ncl 
judges ;  and  as  to  the  particular  person  employed,  indeed,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
accident  was  imputable  to  any  defect  of  skill  or  due  diligence  on  his  part  ThecapW 
having  taken  the  precaution  of  putting  a  pilot  on  board,  arc,  I  think,  exonerated  fit» 
an  accident  of  this  kind  occurring  in  the  navigation  of  the  tcsscI  ;  and  I  have  t6 
hesitation  in  pronouncing  against  the  demand  of  damage. 

*  6th  Jane,  1807. 
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it  necessary  to  detain  you  with  any  remarks  from  me.  The  court  has 
decreed  the  restitution  of  the  ship,  and  parts  of  a  valuable  cargo. 
The  captors  have  pleaded  in  discharge  of  that  decree,  "  that  the  ves- 
sel was  lost  at  sea,  without  any  fault  or  misconduct  on  their  part." 
It  lies  on  them  to  establish  that  fact,  and  if  it  is  not  proved, 
the  responsibility  will  fall  upon  the  owners,  though  they  *  were  [  *  319  ] 
not  present,  or  personally  concerned  in  the  transaction.  You 
will  have  to  judge  on  the  facts  submitted  to  you,  whether  there  was 
any  misconduct  or  not.  What  my  opinion  is,  I  shall  not  think 
necessary  to  state  to  you  at  present,  because  it  is  the  opinion  of  a  per- 
8on  comparatively  ignorant  of  such  subjects.  From  your  local  know- 
ledge of  the  island,  and  of  the  navigation  of  that  port,  you  will  be 
enabled  to  form  a  more  correct  judgment,  whether  the  prize-master 
was  guilty  of  any  neglect  of  duty,  fairly  chargeable  upon  him,  in 
omitting  to  take  a  pilot,  and,  more  especially,  whether  he  was  justi- 
fied in  nol  acceding  to  the  request  made  by  the  master  of  the  vessel, 
that  he  would  take  a  pilot  ?  Should  you  be  of  opinion  that  he  was 
justified  in  not  taking  a  pilot,  you  will  then  consider  whether,  in  pro- 
ceeding ill  the  course  described,  up  to  that  particular  point,  he  made 
proper  allowance,  as  a  pilot  or  person  prudently  conducting  the  navi- 
gation of  the  vessel,  s^o  as  to  avoid,  on  one  side,  the  sunken  rock, 
which  he  was  bound  to  know,  and,  the  other  side,  to  guard  against 
the  danger  of  being  carried  out  by  the  current  which  he  seems  to 
have  apprehended. 

The  Trinity  Masters  reported —  That  in  not  taking  a  pilot,  all  was 
not  done  that  ought  to  have  been  done ;  and,  secondly,  as  to  the 
track  pursued,  that  there  was  a  want  of  due  skill  in  not  steering  clear 
of  the  rocks,  which  are  pointed  out  to  the  pilots  of  the  island  by  par- 
ticular marks. 

CoLUT.  You,  gentlemen,  would  have  thought  a  pilot  very  deficient 
if  he  bad  not  avoided  them. 

Answered  in  the  aflirmative. 

CouKT.  My  own  opinion  perfectly  coincides  with  what  you  have 
expressed.  From  the  prize-master^s  own  affidavit  it  appeared  to  me 
that  there  could  be  no  doubt. 

Restitution  in  value  decreed. 

VOL.   VI.  19 
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[  •  320  ]  •  Thb  Horatio,  Nelson,  master. 

December  19, 1806. 
Prize  Act  CoiiBtnictioii  on  the  term,  setting  forth  by  the  enemy,  &c^ 

This  was  a  question  on  the  recapture  of  a  British  slave  ship,  that 
had  been  taken  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  by  three  French  privateers,  who 
had  put  men  on  board,  and  had  fitted  her  out,  as  it  was  suggested, 
as  a  privateer. 

On  the  part  of  the  recaptors,  the  King's  Advocate  submitted— 
Whether  the  employment  of  this  vessel,  as  an  armed  cruiser  by  the 
enemy  did  not  supersede  the  claim  of  the  original  owners,«iinder  the 
clause  of  the  Prize  Act,  which  directs,  that,  "  if  such  ship  or  vessel, 
so  retaken,  shall  appear  to  have  been,  after  the  taking  of  his  Majesty's 
enemies,  by  them  set  forth  as  a  ship  or  vessel  of  war,  the  said  ship  or 
vessel  shall  not  be  restored  to  the  former  owners  or  proprietors,  bat 
shaU,  in  all  cases,  whether  retaken  by  any  of  his  Majesty's  ships,  or 
by  any  privateer,  be  adjudged  lawful  prize  for  the  benefit  of  the  cap- 
tors." 

Court.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  such  a  case,  and  that  it  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  such  a  setting  forth,  under  the  Prize  Act 
Here  is  no  commission  of  war  —  no  arming  of  the  vessel,  she  being,  I 
conceive,  originally  armed  as  a  slave  ship.  The  mere  act  of  putting 
an  additional  number  of  men  on  board,  in  this  manner,  by  an  enemy 
privateer,  will  not,  I  think,  have  the  effect  of  defeating  the  title  of  the 
original  owner. 

Restored  on  salvage. 


*  [Nostra  Signora  del  Rosario,  3  C.  Rob.  10.] 
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•  The  Constantia,  Henrickscn,  master.  [  •  321  J 

Jannary  13  and  S7,  1807. 

ProprictAiT  intcrcit  in  goods,  ordered  and  shipped,  bnt  afterwards  restrained  to  a  diflercnt 
consignment  bjr  the  shipper.  Right  of  the  shipper,  in  such  cases,  limited  to  cases  of  insol- 
Tcncj,  &c 

Tm.s  was  a  question  respecting  the  proprietary  interest  of  100 
hogsheads  of  brandy,  which  had  been  shipped  at  Ccttc  for  the  account 
and  risk  of  Mr.  Kyc,  of  Copenhagen,  but  which  were  afterwards, 
when  on  board,  countermanded  by  an  indorsement  on  the  bill  of 
lading,  accompanied  by  corresponding  instructions  given  to  the  mas- 
ter by  the  shipper,  under  an  erroneous  information  received  of  the 
insolvency  of  the  consignee. 

JUDGMKNT. 

Sir  W.  SroTT.  Thi.s  question  arises  on  the  property  of  100  hogs- 
heads of  brandy,  taken  on  the  22d  March,  on  a  voyage  from  Cette  to 
Copenhagen ;  and  the  (ju(*stion  is,  whether  these  goods  are  to  be  con- 
sidered, under  the  circumstances  attending  them,  as  the  property  of  the 
consignor  at  Cette,  or  of  the  consignee  at  Copenhagen.  The  proofs 
of  property  that  are  offered  are,  first,  the  letter  from  the  consignee,  in 
which  he  quotes  some  preceding  accounts,  and  then  gives  orders  for 
another  parcel  of  brandy,  at  a  low  price,  with  the  expression  of  a  wish 
^  that  the  shipment  might  not  be  made  till  April,"  though  it  turns 
oat  that  the  shipment  was  actually  made  early  in  February ;  and  the 
shipper  is  authorized  to  draw  for  the  value  on  Mr.  Reinke.  This  is 
the  foundation  of  the  transaction ;  the  only  material  letter  produced 
being  that  of  the  shipper,  on  the  I'^th  of  February,  referring  to  a  for- 
mer of  the  10th  of  January,  and  advising  the  claimant  ''that  the 
brandies  were  shipped,  and  that  in  the  beginning  of  the  next  month 
they  would  be  ready  to  sail,  and  that  he  had  actually  drawn 
for  the  amount.'^  •  In  this  letter  the  shipper  writes,  "  we  [  *  322  ] 
observe  the  extension  of  your  limits  in  your  letter  of  the 
24th  December,  which  has  come  to  hand,-^  but  takes  no  notice  what- 
ever of  the  restriction,  as  to  time,  that  the  shipment  should  not  be 
made  till  April.  Tliat  is  a  difliculty  which  yet  remains  unexplained. 
In  this  correspondence,  there  is  a  reference  to  two  letters  which  do  not 
appear;  one  to  Mr.  Hans  Kyc, the  claimant,  and  one  from  him  of  the 
24th  December,  which  might  contain  some  explanation,  but  these  are 
not  prodaced. 
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The  next  paper  on  which   any  observation  arises,  is  the  bill  of 
lading,  not  only  consigning  the  goods  to  Mr.  Hans  Kye,  but  express- 
ing, also,  his  "  account  and  risk."     This  paper  is  accompanied,  how- 
ever, with  this  material  circumstance,  that  it  bears  an  indorsement  to 
the  effect  following.     After  the  shipment  of  the  goods,  and  the  draw- 
ing of  the  bills,  the  shipper  and  the  master  go  before  a  magistrate, 
and  it  is  recited  on  the  bill  of  lading,  "  That,  whereas,  the  master 
cannot  deny  that  he  has  received  100  hogsheads  of  brandy  for  Mr. 
Hans  Kye,  but  as  the  interest  of  the  shipper  demands  that  they 
should  not  be  delivered  to  Mr.  H.  Kye,  the  master  is  prohibited  from 
delivering  them  to  him,  but  he  is  directed  to  deliver  them  to  Mr.  Ry- 
berg,"  making  the  master  responsible  for  the  observance  of  these 
orders.     On  this  indorsement,  two  or  three  observations  arise ;  the 
first  is,  that  it  is  absolute  and  unconditional  in  its  form.     For  the 
motives  which  led  to  this  alteration,  we  are  to  look  elsewhere,  to  a 
letter  of  the  consignor.     There  is  nothing  appearmg  on  the  face  of 
the  revocation  itself,  that  in  any  manner  intimates  the  ground  oa 
which  it  was  made.     Another  observation  is,  that,  although  the  con- 
signment is  altered,  there  is  nothing  that  expresses  any  variance  of 
the  account  and  risk,  as  deducting  in  any  manner  from  the  descrip* 

lion  before  given  of  it. 
[  *  323  ]      *  The  next  paper  is  a  letter  and  affidavit  of  Mr.  Reinke, 

on  whom  the  bills  were  drawn,  in  which  he  states,  "  that  he 
had  been  in  habits  of  business  with  Mr.  Kye  to  a  great  extent,  bat 
that  he  had  received  no  notice  from  Mr.  Kye,  advising  him  that  the 
bills  were  to  be  drawn,  or  making  any  provision  for  the  payment" 
He  then  states,  "that  he  wrote  to  Mr.  Kye  on  the  28th  February," 
though  that  letter  is  not  exhibited ;  but  there  is  the  answer  of  Mr.  Kye 
of  the  4th  of  March,  in  which  he  says,  "  I  received  your  letter,  bat 
I  did  not  expect  the  shipment  to  be  made  so  soon  ; "  from  which  we 
may  infer  that  the  deviation  from  the  orders  in  this  respect  had  not 
been  explained  to  him.  The  last  material  paper  is  a  letter  from  the 
shipper  to  Mr.  Ryberg,  of  Copenhagen,  in  which  reference  is  made  to 
a  former  letter  not  produced,  but  which  must,  I  conceive,  have  con- 
veyed authority  to  him  to  take  charge  of  these  brandies.  It  is  to 
this  effect :  —  "  Referring  to  our  letter  of  the  17th  of  February,  in 
which  we  desired  you  to  take  possession  of  the  brandy  shipped  for 
Mr.  H.  Kye,  we  hereby  revoke  it,  because  we  are  informed  that 
Mr.  Kye  has  ordered  our  drafts  to  be  accepted,  and  that  the  intelli- 
gence on  which  we  acted  is  erroneous ;  that  it  is  not  Mr.  Hans  Kye, 
but  a  Mr.  Kuhl,  who  has  stopped  payment.  You  will,  therefore,  not 
act ;  but  as  Mr.  Kye  may  be  displeased,  if  he  knows  what  we  have 
done,  we  request  that  you  will  not  suffer  the  indorsement  to  appear. 
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If  Mr.  Kye  hears  of  it,  and  says  any  thing  about  it,  wc  have  sent  you 
another  letter,  which  we  desire  you  to  present."  That  letter  is  not 
exhibited. 

The  first  point  for  consideration,  is,  whether  the  transaction  did 
pass  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  stated ;  and,  for  this  purpose,  it 
may  be  necessary  that  the  letter  of  Mr.  Kye  of  the  24th  of 
December,  and  the  two  *  or  three  other  letters  to  which  a  [  *  324  ] 
reference  is  made,  should  be  produced :  that  of  the  10th  of 
January,  from  the  consignor ;  also  that  of  Reinke  to  Kye,  advising 
him  of  the  bills ;  that  to  Rybcrg,  of  the  17th  of  February ;  and  more 
especially  tliis  open  letter,  which  was  to  give  an  account  to  Mr.  Kye 
of  the  motives  which  had  influenced  the  conduct  of  the  shipper. 
These  will  be  necessary  to  be  produced  in  order  to  establish  the  fact, 
on  which  the  question  of  law  must  depend. 

Taking  it,  however,  for  the  present,  as  sufllciently  raised,  I  will 
now  consider  it,  for  convenience,  that  if  the  opinion  of  the  court  is 
known,  it  may  prevent  the  case  from  coming  before  me  again.  Upon 
the  former  hearing,  I  was,  of  course,  struck  with  the  class  of  cases 
familiar  to  us  all,  relating  to  the  power  of  the  consignor  to  stop  in  trari' 
situ.  What  the  law  of  this  country  is  on  that  subject,  and  also  what 
the  tendency  of  the  civil  law  was,  is  very  perspicuously  stated  by  Mr. 
Abbott,  in  his  treatise  on  the  Law  of  Shipping.  With  respect  to  the 
introduction  of  the  principle  into  the  law  of  this  country,  he  says:^ 
^  But,  as  in  the  case  of  a  consignment  on  credit,  it  often  happens  that 
the  consignor  learns,  after  the  shipment,  that  the  consignee  has  become 
a  bankrupt,  or  failed,  and  consequently,  by  a  delivery  to  him  or  his 
assignees,  the  whole  or  the  greater  part  of  the  value  of  the  goods  will 
be  lost,  the  law,  in  order  to  prevent  this  mischief  in  such  cases,  allows 
the  consignor  of  goods  sent  by  a  general  ship,  or  by  a  ship  chartered 
by  him,  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu  on  their  passage  to  the  con- 
signee ;  and  before,  or  at  their  arrival  at  the  place  of  destination,  to 
cause  them  to  be  delivered  to  himself,  or  to  some  other  person  for 
him.  This  rule  of  the  law  of  England  was  first  established 
in  •  the  Court  of  Chancery ,2  and  has  been  since  frequently  [  •  325  J 
carried  into  eflectJ* 

This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  law  of  England,  and  I  may  add,  also, 
the  general  expression  of  the  mercantile  law  on  the  subject ;  because 
I  take  it  to  be  the  rule,  tliat,  when  a  vessel  is  chartered  by  the  con- 


1  I^iw  on  Shipping,  &c.,  p.  298.    Sec  also  the  Uter  editkm,  1808,  p.  352. 
3  2  Vorn.  203;  1  Atkins,  245;  Ambler,  399. 
•  Bohtlinck  r.  Inglis,  3  Eaft'g  Bepofti,  p.  395. 
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aignor,  and  goods  are  put  on  board,  those  goods  are  considered  as  in 
transitu ;  and  when  the  consignor  has  not  received  payment,  he  has 
a  right  to  stop  and  divert  the  delivery  of  those  goods,  and  has  what 
Lord  Mansfield  calls  a  proprietary  lien  upon  them ;  a  privilege  recog- 
nized by  the  general  law,  as  well  as  by  our  own  —  more  especially  by 
the  French  law,  which  is  of  the  most  importance  in  this  case  of  a 
French  transaction,^  which  allows  the  vendeur  primitif,  as 
[  •  326  ]  he  is  •  termed,  to  protect  himself  against  non-payment  by 
the  seizure  of  the  goods. 
The  revocation  in  this  transaction  was  not  explained,  bat  was 
expressed  in  absolute  terms ;  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  that  if 
Mr.  Kye  had  been  an  insolvent  person,  it  would  have  amounted  to  a 
complete  and  effective  revindication  of  the  goods.     But  if  the  person 
to  whom  they  are  consigned  is  not  insolvent ;  if,  from  misinformation 
or  from  excess  of  caution,  the  vendor  has  exercised  this  privilege  pre- 
maturely, he  has  assumed  a  right  that  did  not  belong  to  him,  and  the 
consignee  will  be  entitled  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  with  an  indem- 
nification  for  the  expenses  that  may  have^beenjincurred.     In  the  law 
of  England,  as  far  as  I  can  collect  it,  and  in  all  books  into  which  I 
have  looked,  it  is  not  an  unlimited  power  that  is  vested  in  the  con- 
signor, to  vary  the  consignment  at  his  pleasure  in  all  cases  whatever. 
It  is  a  privilege  allowed  to  the  seller,  for  the  particular  purpose  of 


I  Upon  a  question  respecting  the  power  of  the  holder  of  bills  of  lading  to  sell  effects 
at  sea,  or  in  the  colonies,  Mr.  Emerigon  recites  the  opinion  of  IVIr.  Valin,  who,  draw- 
ing an  illustration  of  his  argument  from  the  principle  of  Cesson,  under  the  French 
law,  had  observed,  **  II  suffit  qu*il  soit  porteur  des  facteurs,  ou  des  connoisscmcnts  des 
marchandiscs  dont  Ic  transport  lui  est  fait,  soit  par  un  ordre  k  son  profit  au  dos  de  ces 
pieces,  soit  par  un  acte  s6par6  perdcvant  notaires,  ou  sous  signature  priv^e  ;  d'autant 
plutot  que  tout  est  a  ses  risques  des  Tinstant  du  transport."    The  observations  with 
which  M.  Emerigon  replies  to  this  argument  being  of  a  general  nature,  are  apphcaUe 
also,  in  some  respects,  to  the  present  question,  and  with  that  view  only  are  here 
extracted :  —  "  Mais  ces  fortes  dc  cessions  d^serent  au  ccssionaire  un  simple  droit  ad 
rem,  qui  lui  donne  pouvoir  de  requ6rir  la  deliverance  des  eflets  indiqu^s,  sans  le  mettre 
en  possession  effective  de  la  chose  meme.    Ainsi,  jusqu*^  ce  que  la  tradition  r6elle  ^t 
et6  faite  dans  un  temps  utile  au  porteur  du  connoissement,  il  n*a  qu*un  un  action  pe^ 
sonelle,  qui  est  subordonn^c  aux  droits  du  tiers.    Je  crois  done  qu'une  pareille  cession 
nc  sauroit  nuire,  ni  au  privilege  du  vendeur  primitif,  non  pay6  du  prix,  ni  au  pri>ilege 
du  donncur  a  la  grosse,  ni  au  aux  droits  de  la  masse  des  cr^anciers.     Tellcs  sont  nos 
regies.    Le  connoissement  n*a  jamais  6t6  consid6re  parmi  nous  commc  un  papier  nego- 
ciable.    Le  transport  du  titre  d*est  une  tradition  feinte,  qui  s'6vanouit  par  la  faillite  on 
rinsolvabilite  notoire  du  ccdant."  *     On  the  question,  how  far  a  bill  of  lading  is  con- 
sidered as  negotiable  under  the  law  of  England,  see  Mr.  Abbott's  Treatise  on  Shipping, 
enlarged  edition,  1808,  p.  37. 

*  Emerig.,  voL  i.  pp.  318,  319. 
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protecting  him  against  the  insolvency  of  the  consignee.     Certainly  it 
is  not  necessary  that  tlu?  person  should  be  actually  Insolvent  at  the 
time.     If  the  insolvency  happens  before  the  arrival,  it  would  be  suffi- 
cient, I  conceive,  to  justify  what  has  been  done,  and  to  entitle  the 
shipper  to  the  benefit  of  bis  own  provisional  caution.     But  if  the 
person  is  not  insolvent,  the  ground  is  not  laid  on  which  alone  such  a 
privilege  is  founded.     Then,  if  Mr.  Kye  has  proved  insolvent,  the  ship- 
per will  have  exercised  his  privilege.     But  if  he  is  not  insol- 
vent, and  has  actually  provided  for  the  payment  *  of  the  [  *  327  ] 
goods,  he  will  be  entitled  to  the  delivery,  unless  it  can  be 
shown  that  the  right  of  the  shipper  extends  farther  than  I  have  stated 
it,  and  that  it  amounts  to  an  unlimited  right  to  vary  the  consignment 
at  pleasure. 

Where  goods  are  shipped  without  orders,  such  a  right  exists.  The 
seller,  if  he  may  be  so  described,  retains  an  absolute  power  over 
them,  for  there  is  no  purchase.  But  wheji  orders  have  been  received 
and  executed,  and  delivery  has  bc^en  made  to  the  master  of  the  ship, 
and  bills  of  lading  signed,  the  seller  is  functus  officio^  except  in  the 
peculiar  case  in  which  he  is  again  reinstated  by  the  privileges  of  the 
vendeur  primilif.  That  will  make  it  a  matter  of  fundamental  impor- 
tance, that  the  letters  containing  the  original  order  should  be  pro- 
duced. The  mercantile  law  I  take  to  be  clear  and  distinct,  that  the 
seller  has  not  a  right  to  vary  the  consignment,  except  *  in  the  case 
above  stated.  The  mischief  and  inconvenience  that  would  ensue  on 
a  contrary  supposition  are  extreme.  The  goods  might  be  put  on 
board,  and  might  lie  at  the  risk  of  the  consignee  for  two  or  three 
months;  and  if  the  consignor  could  come,  and  resume  them  at  plea- 
sure, it  would  place  the  consignee  in  a  situation  of  great  disadvan- 
tage, that  he  should  be  exposed  to  the  risk  during  such  a  length  of 
time,  for  an  object  which  might  be  eventually  defeated,  at 
any  moment,  by  the  capricious  or  interested  change  of  •  in-  [  *  328  ] 
tention  in  the  breast  of  the  consignor.  It  would  be  to  ex- 
pose the  consignee  altogether  to  the  mercy  of  the  seller. 

On  the  inquiry  which  I  have  been  able  to  make,  I  collect  that  this 
is  the  reasonable  distinction ;  and  I  find  two  or  three  cases  in  the 


^  This  scenis  to  K'  the  sole  foundation  of  the  ]M:)Wi'r,  as  i\'oo^nizi'(l  also  in  the  courts 
of  common  Liw  of  this  country.  ^*  If  {^xxls  U'  >ent  by  onltT  of  the  ron:<i<;noi%  on  his 
account,  at  his  risk,  aii'l  the  conMgnor  draw  hills  ot*  c\chan<;e  ujmn  liim  lor  tho  pnt'e, 
and  indoivc  and  transmit  the  bill  of  ladin<^,  the  eonsijj^nor  cannot  take  |»o».<i'S!»ion  ol'  tho 
goods  at  the  place  of  tle:iti nation,  and  insist  up^m  uuuicdiate  |iayinent  as  the  condition 
of  delivering  them,  the  consignee  being  willing  to  accept  the  bills,  and  not  haring 
failed  in  his  circumstances.**    Abbot,  supra,  p.  338. 
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French  law,  reported  by  Mr.  Emerigon,^  which  very  much  illustrate 
this  doctrine.     The  first  case  to  which  I  allude  is  one  of  six  bales  of 
silk,  which  had  been  consigned  to  the  bearer  of  the  bills  of  lading,  of 
the  20th  of  October,  1753,  which  had  been  forwarded  to  a  house  at 
Alicant,  and  by  them  to  Jeaume  &  Co.  at  Marseilles,  with  orders  to 
receive  the  bales  on  their  arrival.     On  the  31st  of  October  a  diffeient 
bill  of  lading  was  transmitted  to  another  house,  at  Madrid,  who  for* 
warded  it  to  Mr.  Rey ;  and  on  these  facts  a  disputed  claim  arose, 
which  was  determined  by  a  judicial  sentence,  1st  of  August,  1754, 
directing  the  goods  to  be  delivered  in  moieties  to  the  different  con- 
signees.    But  on  appeal  to  the  Superior  Court,  that  judgment  was 
set  aside,  and  it  was  determined,  1755,  that  the  holder  of  the  first 
bills  of  lading  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  whole.^ 

There  is  also  another  case  ^  to  a  similar  effect,  of  a  parcel  of  sugar 
which  had  been  shipped  at  Cape  Francoise,  to  the  consignmeot  of 
Mr.  Rey,  to  whom  one  set  of  bills  of  lading  had  been  sent  Some 
time  after,  the  shipper  sold  the  same  sugars  to  another  person,  tat 
without  unshipping  them,  because  the  captain,  conceiving  himself 
to  be  bound  by  his  bills  of  lading,  refused  to  deliver  them.  The  sale 
was  indorsed  on  the  bill  of  lading  remaining  in  the  power  of  the 
shipper,  and  was  by  him  forwarded  to  Mr.  Fenouillot.  On  applies* 
tion  to  the  court,  possession  was  decreed,  29th  of  April,  1750,  to  Mr. 

Rey,  as  the  person  virtually  in  possession  by  the  effect  of 
[  *  329  ]  *  the  original  consignment.    There  is  also  a  third  case,  cited 

by  Mr.  Emerigon,  in  which  a  similar  sentence  was  given  in 
favor  of  Messrs.  Guicu  and  Linchou,  relative  to  thirty-six  bales  of 
wool  shipped  to  their  consignment, 7?o?/r  compte  de  qui  il  appartiendrOy 
but  afterwards  sold  to  one  Bourdon,  under  a  private  declaration,  in- 
dorsed on  one  of  the  bills  of  lading.  These  cases  I  consider 
to  be  a  clear  exposition  of  the  law,*  that  persons  having  accepted 


J  Vol.  i.  317,  318.        2  St.  Jean,  vol.  i.  p.  317.        3  La  Provencale,  Id.  p.  318. 

*  In  The  Twende  Venncr,*  Munck,  a  question  of  a  similar  nature  came  before  the 
court,  respecting  the  power  of  the  shipper  to  revoke  the  consignment  in  transitu,  A 
parcel  of  goods  had  been  shipped  at  Cette,  by  the  house  of  Neblon  &  Co.,  by  order, 
and  for  the  account  and  risk  of  Anderson  and  Smidt  of  Copenliagen.  The  ship  sailed 
on  the  Cth  of  July,  1806  ;  but  Anderson  and  Smidt  had,  in  the  mean  time,  signified, 
that  they  would  not  accept  the  goods,  and  on  this  refusal,  the  shipper  wrote  to  Mr. 
Willinek,  14  th  July,  offering  the  goods  to  him  on  conditions  of  payment,  which  were 
accepted.  The  acceptance  was  declared  by  letter,  29th  July.  Bills  were  drawn  and 
paid,  and  the  policies  of  insurance  were  transferred.  The  goods  were  captured  on 
the  24th  August,  and  a  claim  was  given  for  Mr.  Willinek,  in  support  of  which,  the 

*  23d  July,  1807. 
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orders,  and  made  *  the  consignment,  have  not  a  right  to  [  *  330  ] 
vary  that  consignment,  except  in  the  sole  case  of  insolvency. 
The  alteration  may  be  made  provisionally,  without  actual  insolvency ; 
but  if  the  insolvency  does  not  take  place,  the  act  which  has  been 
done  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  the  seller  has  exercised  a  power  to  which 
the  law  does  not  ascribe  any  legal  effect.  In  the  case  before  me,  it 
appears  that  the  apprehension  entertained  of  Mr.  Kye's  insolvency 
was  erroneous.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  goods  were  ship- 
ped for  the  account  and  risk  of  the  consignee,  and  still  continued  his 
property,  and  that  he  will  be  entitled  to  restitution  on  making  proof 
of  the  necessary  fact?,  which  I  have  above  stated  to  be  left  in  some 
obscurity,  owing  to  the  non-production  of  several  parts  of  the  corres- 
pondence. These  goods  came  before  the  court  on  a  subsequent  day, 
when  the  proofs  of  the  fact  were  held  to  be  suflicient,  and  the  goods 
in  question  were  pronounced  to  be  the  property  of  Mr.  Kye.^ 


frets  above  stated  were  without  reserve  submitted  to  the  court.  On  the  result  of  tho 
evidence,  tlie  court  observed,  this  is  a  i>uliit  which  is  submitted  to  the  court  in  a  very 
Cur  and  ingenuous  manner,  and  so  a**  to  n^pi'l  vwry  imputation  of  fniud.  Iiut  the 
question  is,  whether  the  claim  as  it  stands  is  admi.<:sihle.  Tlie  first  point  to  l>c  deter- 
mined if,  whose  property  the  goo«ls  wen*  at  the  tim«*  of  sailinjr.  If  the  hills  of  lading; 
were  »gnc<l  to  the  account  and  risk  of  Au(U'rson  and  Smidt,  and  tho  goods  sailed 
under  that  description,  they  were  the  goods  of  Anderson  and  Smidt,  and  the  shipfier 
had  no  right  to  stop  them,  but  on  the  sptrrial  contingency  of  an  apprchcn:>ion  of  non- 
payment. On  that  event  the  law  gives  him  a  proprietary  lien  ft>r  his  security,  and 
fikt  right  of  stopping  the  goods.  In  this  case  it  is  asserted,  that  Anderson  and  Smidt 
actoallr  refuted  to  pay  for  the  goods,  and  therefore  the  event  had  emerged  on  which 
tlie  right  of  the  consignor  to  stop  is  founded.  I'ndoubtediy  the  shippers  might  have 
Ibrced  the  goods  on  the  consignees  under  the  onlers,  and  might  have  compelled  them 
lo  accept  and  pay.  But  they  do  not  exercise  that  right,  they  take  the  gooils  to  them- 
ttlTCs  again,  in  order  to  sell  them  to  another  {K'rson,  and  by  that  act  the  gooils  liad 
become  again  the  property  of  the  shippers.  Tlien  comes  the  cpiestion  which  answers 
itwlf ;  whether  tlie  goods  of  an  enemy  can  be  transferred  in  transitu.  After  the  num- 
beile»  cases  in  which  this  question  has  been  detennined,  it  is  not  now  an  arguable 
point.  In  time  of  peace,  when  the  right)  of  thinl  ])arties  do  not  intervene,  there  may 
be  no  objection  to  the  validity  of  a  transfer  of  this  kiml.  But  in  time  of  war,  it  would 
open  a  door  to  frauil,  against  which  courts  of  jusiii-e  could  never  l»e  efliM-tually  pro- 
tected, and  therefore  it  has  l)cen  prohibiteil.  This  iH'ing  a  transfer  of  prop**rty  from 
the  enemy  in  transitu,  the  goods  must  be  condemned  as  iitill  belonging  to  the  enemy. 
1  May  ^  1808. 
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[  *  331  ]  *  The  San  Joseph,  Argois,  master. 

February  13,  1807. 

Ilead-money,  for  British  prisoners  of  war,  on  board  an  enemy*8  frigate,  not  pronoimoed  to 

bo  due. 

This  was  a  case  on  the  capture  of  a  Spanish  frigate,  on  board  of 
which  were  a  number  of  British  prisoners  of  war.  On  the  question 
of  head-money,  the  Kitig^s  Advocate  submitted  —  Whether  the  court 
could  include  British  prisoners  on  board,  in  pronouncing  on  the  num- 
ber of  persons  for  whom  head-money  would  be  due. 

The  court  was  of  opinion  that  they  could  not  be  included. 


The  Eleonora  WniLELMfNA,  Zimmerman,  master. 

February  27,  1807. 

m 

Kussian  treaty.    Ship  and  persons  of  the  country.    Order,  September,  1806.    Innocent  oli- 
clcs  to  France  and  her  allies,  not  held  to  protect  naval  stores  to  Amsterdam. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  under  the  Kussian  flag,  captured  Octo- 
ber 2,  1806,  on  a  voyage  from  Riga  to  Amsterdam,  with  a  cargo  of 
wainscot  pieces,  boat  masts,  common  spars,  and  ruckers.  On  a 
former  day,  when  the  case  was  first  opened,  an  inspection  was 
directed  to  be  made  of  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  articles  ;  and  on 
this  day  the  report  of  one  of  the  commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  prds 
was  produced,  which  described  the  mast  pieces  to  be  "  one  Riga 
round  mast,  seventy-two  feet  long,  and  about  six  feet  from  the  heel, 
twenty-one  inches  diameter,  fit  for  top-masts  and  yards  for  men-of- 
war.  Three  other  Riga  round  masts,  commonly  called  hand-mast 
pieces,  about  seventy  feet  long,  and  at  about  one  third  from  the  heel, 
one  nineteen  and  a  half  inches  or  twenty  inches,  and  the  third  nine- 
teen inches  in  diameter, fit  as  above;  three  double  Riga  boat  mastsor 

spars,  fifty-two  feet  long,  and  from  eight  inches  and  a  half 
.  [  *  332  ]  to   twelve  inches   in   *  diameter,  fit   for   top-gallant-masts, 

yards,  and  booms ;  1,024  ruckers,  from  twenty  to  twenty-six 
feet  in  length,  fit  for  boat  masts." 
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On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kinff^s  Advocate  and  Laurence  con- 
tended—  That  this  was  a  cargo  in  it»  nature  contraband,  that  it  was 
not  entitled  to  any  privilege  under  the  Russian  treaty  for  several 
reasons.  1st.  Because  the  character  of  the  vessel  and  of  the  master 
could  not  be  considered  as  conformable  to  the  description  contained 
in  the  treaty.  The  vessel  could  not  be  considered  as  a  Russian  ship; 
she  had  been  recently  purchased  of  a  Prussian,  and  was  Prussian 
boilt;  the  master  was  not  a  person  '<  of  the  country  of  Russia,"  being 
a  Prussian  by  birth,  who  had  recently  taken  a  burgher^s  brief  at 
Riga,  for  the  purpose  of  navigating  in  the  Russian  trade,  but  having 
his  domicil  at  Pillau,  in  Prussia,  where  his  wife  and  family  were  still 
continuing  to  reside.  In  these  respects,  therefore,  the  condition  of 
the  ship,  and  of  the  master,  not  being  of  the  country  of  Russia,  did 
not  answer  the  description  of  the  treaty  which  had  provided  special 
privileges  for  the  navigation  of  Russia,  properly  belonging  to  that 
country,  but  witiiout  intention  of  communicating  the  benefit  to  any 
individuals  of  other  countries,  that  might  assume  the  Russian  cha- 
racter, for  temporary  purposes,  or  with  a  view  of  avoiding  the  disabili- 
ties attaching  on  their  own  national  character  from  a  state  of  war. 
That  there  were  not  the  regular  documents  required  by  the  treaty, 
inasmuch  as  there  was  no  pass.  But  a  more  special  objection  arose 
on  the  ground  that  the  treaty  was  formed  for  the  regulation  of  the 
trade  of  one  of  the  parties  being  neutral,  whereas  the  situation  of 
Russia  was  that  of  a  belligerent,  associated  in  war  against 
•  a  common  enemy,  to  whose  ports  these  supplies  were  [  *  333  ] 
going;  that  no  protection  therefore  could  be  derived  from 
the  treaty;  but  that  the  articles  would  be  subject  to  condemnation  in 
their  ordinary  character,  as  naval  stores  going  to  a  port  of  the  enemy, 
and  that  a  port  of  military  equipment. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  Robinson — Adverted  to 
the  permission  ^  which  had  been  recently  signified  to  have  been  given 
by  the  government  to  subjects  of  Russia  to  carry  on  a  trade  with 
France  and  her  allies,  in  innocent  articles ;  and  contended,  that  the 
offence  of  trading  with  the  enemy  was  removed  by  this  order;  that 
the  question  reverted  therefore  to  tiie  consideration  of  the  character 
of  the  goods,  which  were  Russian  produce  exported  in  a  Russian 
ship,  and,  as  sucii,  entitled  to  be  considered  as  innocent  articles  under 
the  treaty.  That  as  to  the  objections  raised  with  resi>ect  to  the  forms 
required  by  the  treaty,  the  pass  was  an  instrument  not  s|)ecially 


iXoTcmbcr  14,1806. 
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required  by  that  article  of  the  treaty,  on  which  this  question  depends. 
It  was  an  instrument  that  was  Wot  invariably  granted,  as  had  appeared 
in  many  other  cases.  The  papers  were  authenticated  by  the  magistrates 
of  Riga,  which  must  be  taken  as  a  sort  of  official  approbation  of  the 
voyage,  so  far  at  least  as  to  prevent  it  from  being  considered  as  a 
secret  or  clandestine  transaction,  concealed  from  the  view  of  the 
government  of  Russia.  That  it  did  not  appear  that  the  vessel  was 
required  to  be  of  the  built  of  that  country ;  much  less  that  the  mas- 
ter must  be  a  natural-born  subject  The  terms  were,  "ship  and 
master  of  the  country,"  which  implied  no  more  than  the  ordinary  con- 
dition on  which  foreign  vessels,  and  foreign  mariners,  were 
[  •  334  ]  admitted  *  to  incorporate  themselves  with  the  people  of  a 
country,  and  coul J  be  meant  only  to  provide  for  the  bond  fide 
adoption,  in  opposition  to  cases  of  manifest  fraud  and  color.  That 
there  had  been  a  question  at  common  law  on  the  effect  of  the  acquired 
character,  in  which  similar  objections  had  not  been  allowed  to  pr&vaiL^ 
In  answer  to  the  description  of  particular  articles,  as  reported  on 
inspection,  an  affidavit  was  offered,  of  experienced  shipwrights,  show- 
ing that  the  articles  were  such  as  were  commonly  used  in  the  equip- 
ment of  merchant  vessels.^ 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  On  the  report  of  a  person  authorized  to  inquire  into 
the  nature  of  these  articles,  they  have  been  pronounced  to  be  of  a 
contraband  or  noxious  quality,  and  the  general  rule  undoubtedly  is, 
that  where  there  are  such  articles  on  board,  the  taint  extends  to  other 
parts  of  the  cargo,  and  also  to  the  vessel,  being  the  property  of  the 
same  owner.     The  whole  property  is  considered  as  taken  in  a  trans- 
action in  both  respects  illegal,  in  supplying  the  enemy  with  such  arti- 
cles, and  also  in  providing  the  vehicle  for  their  conveyance.     The  only 
question  then  will  be,  whether  there  are  any  circumstances 
[  •  335  ]  that  will  take  this  *  case  out  of  the  general  rule,  and  exone- 
rate the  ship  and  cargo  from  the  penalty  ordinarily  attach- 
ing on  other  vessels  and  goods  so  employed.     A  reference  is  made 


*  Wilson  V.  Marryat,  Term  Rep.  vol.  8,  p.  45,  and  Scott  v.  Scbawrtz,  Com.  Bep. 
p.  67  7,  there  cited.     See  also  1  Bos.  &  Pul.  430. 

2  The  court  rejected  the  afTidavit,  observing  that,  since  it  was  sufEciently  ascertained, 
that  they  were  fit  for  ships  of  war,  it  would  be  immaterial  to  show  that  they  might  also 
be  applied  to  the  equipment  of  merchant  vessels.  That  as  the  port  of  Amsterdam  w» 
a  place  of  military  equipment,  much  in  want  of  such  supplies  for  the  military  marine  rf 
the  enemy,  that  would  be  sufficient  to  decide  on  the  pretensions  to  have  these  artiekf 
considered  as  innocent  articles. 
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to  the  order  of  the  Russian  government,  as  recited  in  a  recent  order 
of  our  government,  recognizing  the  permission  there  granted  "to 
trade  with  France  and  her  allies  in  innocent  articles;"  but  it  never 
can  be  the  construction  to  be  put  on  that  order,  that  it  should  extend 
the  protection  to  a  mixed,  assorted  cargo,  consisting  of  articles  partly 
innocent,  and  partly  noxious. 

As  far  as  the  question  turns  upon  the  treaty,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  treaty  must  be  held  to  apply  only  to  cases,  where  one  party 
is  in  a  state  of  neutrality,  and  not  where  both  are  connected  in  hos- 
tilities against  one  common  enemy.  The  context  of  the  whole  treaty 
clearly  refers  to  such  a  trade  only,  and  cannot  be  extended  to  the  trade 
of  either  country,  at  a  time  when  both  countries  arc  associated  in 
war,  and  are  bound  to  contribute  their  whole  force  and  energy  against 
the  common  enemy.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  treaty  does 
not  apply  to  the  situation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of  this  transac- 
tion. I  am  of  opinion,  also,  that  it  does  not  apply  to  the  facts  of  this 
case  because,  till  I  am  better  instructed,  I  shall  hold  that  the  national 
character  of  a  man  who  has  only  just  quitted  the  Prussian  navigation, 
and  has  his  wife  and  family  still  resident  at  Pillau,  cannot  fairly  be 
considered  "  as  of  tiie  people  of  Russia." 


*  Tui:  Carolin.\,  Verhage,  master.  [  *  336  ] 

Fcbnmry  27,  1807.    , 

Gftrtel,  AS  appointcil  in  time  of  i>cacc,  aii«l  by  an  oflircr  in  the  Koitt  India  Company's  Krvico, 
if  in  substance  valid  against  capture,  on  the  event  of  a  supcn*ening  war.^ 

This  was  a  case  respecting  the  validity  of  a  protection  granted  to 
a  Dutch  vessel  on  cartel  service,  during  the  peace,  by  Colonel  Oliver, 
the  commander  of  the  British  forces  at  Amboyna,^  for  the  purpose  of 
evacuating  that  island,  in  execution  of  the  treaty  of  Amiens. 

On  the  part  of  the  captor,  the  Kings  Advocate  and  Arnold  con- 
tended—  That  it  was  a  contract  formed  prior  to  the  existing  war, 


>  [For  cases  as  to  cartel,  sec  The  Daifjie,  3  C.  Rob.  ISK,  note.] 

*  The  claim  was  giren  jointly  on  behalf  of  the  East  India  Compon}-  and  the  Dutch 

r. 
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and  by  an  oflScer  in  the  service  of  the  East  India  Company,  who 
had  no  power  or  authority  to  grant  the  privilege  of  cartel.  That 
though  they  might  have  made  themselves  responsible  to  indemnifj 
the  Dutch  ship-owners,  the  captors  were  entitled  to  the  condemnatioa 
of  this  property,  as  the  property  of  the  enemy,  taken  in  time  of  war, 
and  not  protected  by  any  authority  that  could  avail  to  take  off  the 
effect  of  the  declarations  of  the  order  of  reprisals,  and  of  the  Prize 
Act.  That  if  the  cartel  could  be  considered  as  originally  valid,  the 
master  had  forfeited  the  benefit  of  his  protection  by  taking  goods  on 
board,  contrary  to  the  conditions  of  his  contract. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Bumaby. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  The  privileges  and  immunities  of  cartel 
[  •  337  ]  ships  are  of  a  very  sacred  nature,  and  are  to  *  be  received 
with  great  respect,  inasmuch  as  they  tend  very  benefi- 
cially to  mitigate  the  miseries  of  war,  and  to  facilitate  the  return 
of  peace,  by  the  removal  of  those  obstructions,  which  put  a  stop  to 
the  intercourse  of  nations.  With  respect  to  the  general  character  d 
contracts  of  this  description,  I  am  disposed  to  hold,  that  the  actual 
existence  of  a  war,  is  not  essentially  necessary  to  give  effect  to  them, 
but  that  it  will  be  sufficient,  if  they  are  entered  into  prospectively, 
and  in  expectation  of  approaching  war.  Because  the  occasions  for 
them  may  just  as  naturally  arise  from  a  view  of  approaching  events; 
parties  may  contract  to  guard  against  the  consequences  of  hostilities 
which  they  may  foresee ;  and  in  this  instance  it  is  manifest  that  such 
apprehensions,  which  were  very  general,  have  been  fully  justified,  by 
the  course  of  events  that  have  ensued. 

The  next  question  that  has  been  raised  is,  whether  the  protectioa 
has  been  granted  by  competent  authority,  and  whether  the  East  India 
Company  and  their  officers  can  be  held  to  have  that  power.  That 
his  Majesty  has  a  power  to  confer  the  protection  of  cartel  is  undoubted, 
and  has  not  been  brought  into  question.  Notwithstanding  he  may 
have  given  away  the  interest  of  all  captures  to  the  captors,  his  Majesty 
may  still  grant  such  particular  exemptions,  as  in  his  wisdom  he  may 
deem  expedient.  And  when  a  cartel  appears  to  have  been  employed 
in  the  public  service,  and  for  purposes  of  national  utility,  that  circum- 
stance alone  will  entitle  it  to  be  considered  as  an  engagement  sanc- 
tioned by  the  public  councils  of  the  state. 

Authority  delegated  by  the  crown  may  be  taken  as  emanating  from 

the  crown ;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  governor  oi 

[  •  338  ]  Madras,  who  became  afterwards  *  a  party  to  this  contract,  is 
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an  ofliccr  of  the  crown  as  wdl  n»  of  the  EuM^t  India  Company. 
It  19  the  practice,  I  conceive,  for  general  orders  and  instructions 
to  be  sent  out  to  all  persons  exercising  the  functions  of  tlie  exe- 
cutive government  abroad,  but  as  it  would  be  impossible  to  provide 
for  all  the  special  exigencies  that  may  occur,  such  persons  must  often 
be  left  under  the  necessity  of  acting  on  their  own  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion; and  what  is  done  by  tiiem  under  such  circumstances,  in  the 
execution  of  their  public  duty,  may  fairly  be  considered  as  done  under 
the  authority  of  the  crown,  if  not  renounced  by  the  crown  in  subse- 
quent actions  or  dechirations. 

There  is  much  additional  weight,  also,  in  what  has  been  obsen'cd 
upon  the  occasion  out  of  wiiich  this  transaction  arose.  Tliat  it  was 
an  act  done  in  execution  of  a  treaty  of  peace.  Uy  tlie  treaty  of 
Amiens,  it  had  bren  stipuhitt^d  that  the  British  troops  should  be  with- 
drawn from  Amboyna ;  and  tliis  expeditMit  was  resorted  to  by  Colo- 
nel Oliver,  as  the  best  means  of  carrying  that  stipulation  into  effect. 
It  is  said,  that  some  other  mode  might  iiave  been  adopted.  Tiiat  is 
a  fact  on  which  tiie  court  can  receive  no  assurance.  It  is  recited  in 
the  charter-party,  that  British  .'^hips  had  been  expected,  but  that  they 
bad  not  arrived.  However  that  might  be,  this  measure  was  adopted 
for  the  purpose  of  carryintif  away  the  king's  and  the  company's  troops. 
Therefore,  if  notiiing  vUr  appeared  in  the  ease  to  give  public  author- 
ity to  this  transaction,  I  should  be  disposed  to  hold  it  to  be  sufficient, 
that  it  was  done  in  execution  of  a  treaty  of  pt^aee,  and  conformable 
to  orders,  which  must  always  lie  supposed  to  be  duly  tran.«*- 
mitted  'to  the  ollicers  of  government  in  distant  parts  of  the  [  *  339  ] 
world,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  stipulations  of  the 
treaty  into  etVect.  The  same  privilege  was  confirmed  by  Lord  A.  Ben- 
tinck,  the  governor  at  Madras.^  For  it  appears,  that  the  vessel  per- 
formed her  voyage  according  to  the  stipulation,  and  arrived  at  Madras, 
having  taken  no  goods  on  board  in  that  voyage.  If  she  had,  the 
objection  might  have  Ikmmi  raised,  that  there  had  been  a  violation  of 
the  agn*ement.  But  the  vessel  arrived  at  Madras,  without  any  impu- 
tation on  the  manner  in  which  she  had  conducted  herself;  and  the 


1  The  ]ia<<s|)ort  prantiMl  liy  the  jrowrnor  in  rouin-II,  l»<'ariii;j  ilati*  tl»c  2»1  S«»ptciiil>cr, 
1805.  n'ritod.  that  tliis  \o*srl  had  born  wnt  from  AinlKivna  to  Fort  St.  (Irtirjn*,  with 
the  (riirn<on  of  AmlK>\iin.  uikIit  a  charter- (tarty  cntoriMl  into  trith  Colunol  Ohvcr,  the 
British  povi-nior  of  tlir  Maliirra:^ :  anil  uihKt  a  mntlition  that  t^hv  vhouhl  lio  oon»iilorcd 
u  fnlitletl  to  the  pri\ih';.'es  ot*  a  cartel  »hi|s  till  her  arrival  at  (iriAee,  in  the  inland  of 
Java. 

The  passport  was  g;rantiMl  to  the  above  eflect,  with  the  provi:»loD,  that  sho  ^hould  do 
noUiiDg  to  forfeit  the  privilege. 
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agreement  was  recognized  by  the  governor,  whom  I  have  a  right  to 
consider,  in  this  transaction,  as  the  governor  of  the  crown,  as  well  as 
of  the  East  India  Company,  notwithstanding  the  style  and  form  of 
his  commission.  He  confirms  the  whole  contract,  and  engages  that 
the  vessel  shall  sail  with  a  protection,  notwithstanding  the  hostilities 
that  had  then  actually  broken  out.  In  this  view  of  the  subject^  I  do 
not  associate,  what,  I  think,  is  to  be  considered  as  of  no  inconsidera- 
ble importance  in  itself,  the  great  extent  of  power  and  privileges 
which  the  company  enjoys  in  that  part  of  the  world,  relative  to  the 

prerogative  of  war  and  peace.     It  is  not  necessary  to  briog 
[  *  340  ]  these  *  topics  into  discussion,  because  I  am  of  opinion,  that 

the  authority  under  which  this  act  was  done  is  sufficiently 
supported,  as  emanating  from  persons  who  are  to  be  taken  as  officers  of 
government,  employed  in  the  execution  of  so  great  a  public  measure 
as  that  of  a  treaty  of  peace. 

Then,  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  vessel,  subsequent  to  her  arrival  at 
Madras,  is  there  any  thing  on  that  part  of  the  case  that  can  be  held 
to  affect  the  privilege,  which  I  have  said  had  been  legally  confirmed 
The  vessel  took  in  a  cargo  at  Madras,  as  it  was  stipulated  she  should 
be  at  liberty  to  do,  to  the  amount  of  her  freight,  free  from  duties. 
That  was  a  part  of  the  original  agreement.  It  appears  that,  in 
touching  at  Malacca,  on  her  return  to  Java,  some  few  other  articles,^ 
to  the  amount  of  nineteen  boxes,  were  taken  on  board,  in  respect  to 
which  the  master  cannot  depose  to  the  property.  They  can  derive 
no  protection  from  the  original  contract,  and  must  be  condemned. 
But  I  am.  of  opinion  that  the  vessel  and  the  cargo  taken  in  at  Ma- 
dras, and  the  master's  own  property  on  board,  are  entitled  to  be 
restored. 


1  Nineteen  packages,  containing  writing  desks,  a  sealed  chest,  earthen  pots,  barrels, 
a  small  box,  two  cinnamon  sticks,  and  three  small  parcels,  consigned  to  different  pe^ 
sons  at  Batavia.  The  master  had  sailed  from  Malacca ;  but,  being  in  danger  of  faUiog 
in  with  pirates,  put  back  again,  and  was  seized  on  the  30th  November,  18u3,  whilst  at 
anchor  in  the  roads  of  Malacca,  by  his  ^lajesty*s  ship  Rattlesnake. 
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•  Tin:  Rkcovery,  Webb,  master.  [  '  341  ] 

May  13,  1807. 

Navigation  Art.  If  nppliruMc  to  the  tni'le  of  the  British  settlement*!  in  India?  Flea  of 
offenec  under  that  bninrh  o(  the  mlniiRilty  jurisdiction  not  availulile  in  bur  of  a  claim  of 
the  neutral  proprietor  in  the  Prize  Court. 

Tm.s  was  the  case  of  an  American  vcs.»«(»l,  with  a  cargo  of  cotton, 
taken  in  at  Bombay,  from  whence  she  had  proceeded  to  Salem,  in 
America,  where  she  arrived  in  January,  1807,  and  sailed  again,  with- 
out unloading  the  cargo,  on  the  l:3th  March,  1807,  for  Rotterdam,  and 
was  taken  on  tiiat  voyage,  on  the  22d  April. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Khtff's  Advocate  and  Robinson  con- 
tended—  First,  that  it  was  a  trade  in  direct  violation  of  the  American 
treaty,  which  had  permitted  American  vessels  to  trade  to  the  British 
possessions  in  India  only,  on  condition  that  the  goods  taken  in  there 
should  be  carried  to  some  of  the  ports  of  the  United  {States,  where 
they  should  be  unloaded.     Art.  13. 

It  was  answered  —  That  the  thirteenth  article  of  the  treaty  was 
stipulated  to  expire  two  years  after  the  termination  of  the  war  then 
existing,  namely,  in  October,  1804;  and,  on  in(}uiry,  it  being  ascer- 
tained that  this  was  the  authentic  exposition  put  upon  the  treaty  in 
practice,  that  point  was  abandoned. 

It  was  then  contended,  that,  since  the  stipulation  of  the  treaty  had 
expired,  this  became  a  trade  altogether  illegal,  as  in  breach  of  the 
navigation  laws ;  that  it  was  clearly  within  the  terms  of  the  act  12 
Charles  ti,  c.   l^S,  and   had  been  so  treated  in    recent  instances    in 
which   the  (question   had    been   drawn   into   discussion    in 
the  King's  Bench  ;  ^  that  the  act  'of  parliament,  which  had  [  '342  J 
been  made  for  the  purpose  of  giving  ellect  to  the  American 
treaty,- spoke  of  it  in   the  same  manner;  and  that  a  still  later  act, 
37  Cieo.  3.  c.  1L7,  which   had  been   passed  to  authorize  some  indul- 
gence to  foreign  ships,  considered  the  principle  of  exclusion  as  still 
in  force,  under  the  Navigation  Act,  and  had  introduced  exemptions 
not  absoluti'ly  and  generally,  but  partially  only,  and  apparently  on 
terms  of  trading  to  the  A^reign  country  to  which  the  ship  lielonged, 
and  on  conditions  which  were  not  shown  to  have  been  complied 


»  Wilson  r.  Marriot,  8  Term  U.  p.  31.  -  37  Goo.  3.  c.  117. 

20' 
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with,  namely,  "  That  the  trading  of  foreigners  to  these  countries 
should  be  subject  to  such  regulations  as  the  East  India  Company 
should  impose." 

On  the  part  of  the  claimants,  Laurence  and  Burnaby  contended— 
That  if  the  seizure  was  to  be  considered  as  made  on  account  of  a 
breach  of  the  revenue  laws,  this  was  not  the  court  in  which  such  an 
offence  should  be  prosecuted ;  that  as  to  English  subjects,  the  prin* 
ciple  of  excluding  them  from  supporting  a  claim  in  the  Prize  Court, 
in  a  transaction  which  has  been  carried  on  in  a  breach  of  the  muni* 
cipal  law  of  the  kingdom,  was  of  recent  introduction,  and  liable  to 
considerable  objection.     It  confounded  the  proportions  which  the  law 
had  established,  between  the  penalty  and  the  offence  in  question,  in 
other  acts  which  more  particularly  related  to  this  subject.     By  the 
acts  passed  for  the  protection  of  the  East  India  Company's  charter,  a 
specific  penalty  of  500/.  was  inflicted  on  persons  trading  in  violation 
of  the  company's  privilege.     But,  by  the  introduction  of  this  princi- 
ple of  exclusion,  the  penalty  became  unequal,  according  to 
[  •  343  ]  its  operation  *  in  times  of  war  or  peace.     That  in  respect 
to  foreigners,  who  are  not  held  to  the  same  observance  of 
our  municipal  laws,  it  failed  altogether  in  the  reasoning  on  which 
the   rule   of   law  had   been  constructed.      With    respect    to    them 
there  was  no  instance  in  which  it  had  been  applied.     On  the  con- 
trary, wherever  the   argument   had  been  introduced,   the    Court  of 
Admiralty  had  invariably  intimated  an  opinion  that  it  could  not  with 
propriety  be  applied  to  foreign  ships ;  that,  whatever  the  expressions 
of  the  Navigation  Act  might  seem  to  imply,  in  the  very  general 
terms  in  which  it  was  drawn,  the  principle  had  never  been  applied  to 
the  settlements  in  the  East  Indies.      They  were  posterior,  in  their 
establishment,  to  that  law.     They  differed  altogether  in  the  nature  of 
the  system  that  was  observed  as  to  them,  and  had  never  been  held 
subject  to  the  same  exclusive  principles  of  monopoly  which  had  been 
applied  to  the  European  colonies  in  the  West  Indies.     The  discus- 
sion that  passed  on  this  subject,  in  the  case  of  Wilson  v.  Marriot,  did 
not  arise  out  of  the  facts  that  appear  to  have  been  material  to  the 
decision  of  the  case.     It  arose  merely  on  an  assumption  in  argument 
at  the  bar,  recognized  in   a  very  general  manner  by  a  dictum  that 
afterwards  fell  from  the  bench.     The  opinion  expressed  on  that  occa- 
sion had  been  the  cause  of  passing  a  special  act,  37  Geo.  3,  c.  117, 
solely  for  the  purpose  of  counteracting  the  alarm   and    confusion 
which  was  apprehended  from  it.     The  introductory  part  of  that  act 
recognized  the  right  of  foreigners  to  go  to  the  British  ports  in  India; 
and  if  any  condition  was  imposed  on  the  right  so  granted,  it  was  merely 
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that  it  should  be  exercised  in  eompliaiiee  with  the  regula- 
tions which  the  East  India  *  Company  should  form.     It  did  [  •  344  J 
not  appear  that  any  regulations  had  been  framed.     The 
omission  on  the  part  of  the  East  India  Company  must  be  taken,  on 
their  part,  as  a  tacit  acquiescence  in  the  practice  which  iiad  existed 
before.     In  any  ligiit,  it  must  be  considered  as  a  negl(*ct  which  left 
the  right  entire,  and  could  not  defeat  the  privilege,  which  the  com- 
pany had  no  power  to  annul,  but  only  to  modify  and  direct,  by  such 
regulations  as  might  be  necessary  to  reduce  the  privilege  to  an  equi- 
table conformity  to  the  terms  on  which  the  general  trade  of  those 
countries  was  carried  on. 

The  Court  asked  by  what  authority  it  could  be  shown  to  be  com- 
petent to  the  Prize  Court  of  Admiralty  to  proceed  to  confiscation  of 
a  foreign  ship  and  cargo  for  a  breach  of  tiic  revenue. 

It  was  answered,  that  the  first  section  of  12  Ch.  2,  c.  18,  directed 
ships  and  cargoes  so  oflrnding,  taken  at  sea,  to  be  brought  in  as  prize, 
and  empowered  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  proceed  upon  tiiem,  which 
implied  it  to  be  an  ofTencc  properly  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  an  American  ship,  captured  on  a  voyage 
from  Bombay  to  Rotterdam,  laden  with  a  cargo  taken  in  at  a  British 
settlement  in  the  I^ast  Indies.  The  vessel  touclied  at  a  port  in 
America,  but  the  cargo  was  not  unladen  there ;  and  it  appears,  I 
think,  from  tiie  result  of  the  evidence,  to  have  been  originally  designed 
for  an  European  market.  A  claim  has  been  given  for  the  American 
proprietor,  and  no  objection  is  made  to  the  property.  But 
the  title  to  •restitution  i.s  iiiipeached  on  the  illegality  of  the  [  •345  ] 
voyage,  which  raises  a  ({uestion  of  very  great  importance. 

The  illegality  imputed  arises  out  of  the  system  of  our  navigation 
law*s,  which  seem  to  have  continued  in  a  very  undeGned  state,  with 
respect  to  our  possessions  in  the  East  Indies.  That  system  is  to  be 
referred  generally  to  the  celebrated  act  of  Charles  II.  c.  12;  and 
though  some  traces  are  to  be  found  in  the  earlier  stages  of  our  his- 
tory, yet  that  act  is  usually  considered  as  the  basis  of  the  system,  as 
it  now  stands.  The  first  section  of  that  act  begins  with  a  general 
prohibition  to  foreign  ships  to  trade  to  the  British  ^ettIenlents  in 
Asia,  &c.  I  do  not  inunediately  recollect  what  were  the  possessions 
which  this  country  held  in  that  quarter  of  the  globe  at  that  time,  but 
I  should  conceive  that  Bombay  must  have  been  the  only  English  set- 
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tlemcnt,  if  indeed  that  was  not  acquired  to  the  crown,  at  a 
[  •  346  ]  later  period,  as  the  dower  of  Queen  Catherine.^  *  That  fact 
is  not  very  material,  however,  since  the  act  is  not  limited  by 
such  considerations,  but  applies  prospectively  to  future  acquisitions 
as  well  as  to  our  more  ancient  possessions.  I  advert  only  to  the  state 
of  our  possessions  at  that  time,  as  illustrative  of  the  gradual  increase, 
by  which  they  have  grown  up  to  their  present  extent,  and  at  no  very 
distant  period,  from  beginnings  comparatively  small. 

It  is  well  known  that  our  establishments  in  that  quarter  of  the 
world  have  stood  on  a  very  peculiar  footing,  which  it  has  been  per- 
haps the  policy  of  this  country  not  to  define  with  great  exactness. 
They  may  have  assumed  a  different  character  at  different  times ;  and 
it  may  be  very  important  in  effect,  and  very  proper  in  point  of  princi- 
ple, that  the  general  maxims  of  our  navigation  system  should  be  ap- 
plied to  them  in  their  present  state,  although  there  might  have  been 
a  great  anomaly  in  practically  applying  them  at  a  former  period.  It 
will  not,  however,  be  necessary  for  me  to  enter  into  a  discussion  of 
the  policy  of  such  a  measure. 

With  regard  to  the  fact,  I  had  always  entertained  the  notion  that 
they  had  not  hitherto  been  so  applied.  But  a  case  ^  occurred  not 
many  years  since,  which  brought  the  consideration  of  the  question  in 
a  distinct  form  before  the  courts  of  common  law.  After  repeated  ar- 
guments and  much  deliberation,  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  expressed 
an  opinion  that  the  navigation  laws  did  extend  to  those  countries, 
and  on  a  writ  of  error  the  judgment  of  the  King's  Bench  in  that  case 
was  aflirmcd,  with  a  complete  adoption  of  the  doctrine  laid  down.* 
An  act  of  parliament  was  afterwards  passed,*  to  quiet  the  alann 


1  That  Bombay  was  the  first  British  settlement  in  India  may  be  collected  from  the 
tbllowing  mention  of  it  in  the  history-  of  the  East  India  Company's  possessions  in  India. 

"  No  sooner  had  his  Majesty  set  on  foot  a  treaty  with  Bortugal  for  his  marriage  witii 
the  Infanta,  than  it  was  detennined  to  embrace  this  opportunity  of  procuring  the  ces- 
sion of  some  convenient  port  and  mart  for  the  India  Company,  as  part  of  the  Infanta's 
portion.  Thus  the  important  Island  of  Bombay  came  into  the  hands  of  the  English." 
Hist,  of  East  India  Company,  p.  73. 

Tiiat  it  was  not  transferred  till  after  the  regulations  of  the  Navigation  Act  appoan 
from  the  dates.  The  Navigation  Act,  12  Ch.  2,  c.  18,  was  an  act  of  the  first  parlia- 
ment of  Charles  11.  beginning  April  25th,  1660,  and  dissolved  December  29th,  166-). 
Tlie  marriage  treaty-  of  King  Charies  II.  with  the  Infanta  of  Portugal,  with  the  secnft 
article  for  yielding  Bombay  to  Great  Britain,  was  signed  June  23d,  1661.  Chambcn'i 
Treaties,  p.  256. 

2  Wilson  V.  Marr>'at,  November  21st,  1798.     8  T.  R  81. 

3  Wilson  V.  Marrjat,  Bos.  &  Pull.  Rep.  vol.  1,  p.  432. 
*  37  G.  3,  c.  97,  ^  22,  &  c.  117. 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  347 

The  Kccovcnr.    6  C.  Rob. 

which  had  been  occasioned  by  this  exposition  of  the  law,  and  to 
recognize  in  general  terms  the  policy  of  admitting  foreign 
vessels  to  a  regulated  trade,  *  on  certain  conditions,  which  [  *  347  ] 
the  East  India  company  were  empowered  to  impose.     But 
nothing  appears  to  have  been  ever  done  under  those  powers  of  the 
act ;  and  now,  for  the  first  time,  the  question  arises,  what  is  the  state 
of  the  law,  as  applicable  to  this  peculiar  situation  of  things,  the  pro- 
visional relaxation  of  the  act  of  parliament,  and  the  total  inaction  on 
the  part  of  the  East  India  company,  who  have,  for  more  than  eleven 
years,  delayed  to  apply  the  regulations,  under  which  the  act  of  par- 
liament had  expressed  it  to  be  expedient,  that  foreign  ships  should  be 
admitted. 

This  is  a  cpiestion  of  very  considerable  magnitude  and  importance. 
But  there  is,  I  think,  a  preliminary  (juestioti,  which  may  supersede 
the  necessity  of  pronouncing  a  decision  upon  it ;  and  that  is,  whether 
the  more  general  quetition  is  properly  brought  before  the  court  in  its 
present  form  ?  If  it  is  not,  I  shall  not  be  desirous  of  delivering  my 
sentiments  upon  it,  unless  I  am  called  upon  in  another  form  of  pro- 
ceeding, which  would  bring  it  before  me  as  a  ease  of  un(li:?puted  Ju- 
risdiction. The  Court  of  Admiraltv  is  a  court  of  revenue  in  one  of 
its  branches,  in  its  a|)|)ellute  jurisdiction  at  least ;  and  :ip|)ears  ti>  be 
so  intended  to  act  originally  in  the  eases  specified  in  the  statute  re- 
ferred to.  But  I  am  now  sitting  in  a  Court  of  Prize,  and  the  prayer 
that  is  addressed  to  that  court  is,  that  it  would  inlliet  the  penalties  of 
the  Revenue  Court  on  a  foreign  ship  and  cargo,  tiiat  is  brought  before 
it  on  a  seizure  of  war.  I  should  have  been  glad  to  have  heard  under 
what  authority  the  Court  of  Admiralty  could  mingle  its  jurisdiction 
in  this  manner.  As  to  the  authority  of  precedents,  I  will  take  on 
myself  to  say,  that  there  are  none.  The  cases  ^  that  have  been  men- 
tioned were  not  of  that  description  ;  they  were  not  eases  in  which  the 
courts  that  decided  them  took  on  themselves  to  exer(*ise  the 
jarisdiction  of  the  *  Revenue  Court,  or  to  indict  the  penalties  [  •  3-18  J 
growing  out  of  that  species  of  law.  What  they  did  was 
only  to  reject  the  claim  of  British  subjects  in  a  Prize  Court,  in  a 
transaction  which  evidently  showed  those  individuals  to  have  been 
acting  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  their  country,  which  they  were 
bound  to  observe.  Tiiat  is  a  well  known  doctrine,  recently  introduced, 
and  which  h«is  not  been  applied  without  leaving  considerable  dilFieuI- 
tics  behin<l  it.  There  is,  on  one  side,  the  diiiieulty  of  transplanting 
the  conse(juences  of  one  species  of  law  to  another  system.     On  the 


1  Entcqirize,  Etrusco,  iMpra^  voL  2,  p.  84. 
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other,  there  is  the  difficulty  of  admitting  a  British  subject  to  set  up  a 
demand  in  a  court  of  justice,  for  an  interest  which  he  cannot  sustain, 
without  showing  himself  to  have  acquired  it  in  violation  of  the  laws 
of  his  country. 

But  there  is  no  instance  in  which  the  same  principle  has  been 
applied  to  foreigners.  In  some  cases  where  it  has  been  pressed  in 
argument,  the  court  has  invariably  resisted  the  application  ;  and  there 
are  many  reasons  which  would  make  me  very  unwilling  to  take  on 
myself  the  extension  of  the  principle,  without  having  it  imposed  upon 
me  by  the  authority  of  the  Superior  Court.  It  is  a  question  of  very 
great  importance,  and  if  all  other  considerations  were  out  of  the  way, 
a  sense  of  propriety  alone  would  deter  me  from  extending  the  princi- 
ple in  a  case,  in  which  it  came  only  incidentally  and  indirectly  before 
me.  It  is  asked,  if  you  apply  such  a  principle  to  the  claims  of 
British  subjects,  why  not  also  to  those  of  other  nations  ?  Some  dis- 
tinctions are  obvious.  In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  recollected,  that 
this  is  a  court  of  the  law  of  nations,  though  sitting  here  under  the 
authority  of  the  king  of  Great  Britain.  It  belongs  to  other 
[  •  349  ]  *  nations  as  well  as  to  our  own ;  and  what  foreigners  have  a 
right  to  demand  from  it,  is  the  administration  of  the  law  of 
nations,  simply,  and  exclusively  of  the  introduction  of  principles  bor- 
rowed from  our  own  municipal  jurisprudence,  to  which,  it  is  well 
known,  they  have  at  all  times  expressed  no  inconsiderable  repugnance. 
In  the  case  of  a  British  subject  it  is  different  To  him  it  is  a  British 
tribunal,  as  well  as  a  court  of  the  law  of  nations  ;  and  if  he  has  been 
trampling  on  the  known  laws  of  his  country,  it  is  no  injustice  to  say, 
that  a  person  coming  into  any  of  the  courts  of  his  own  country,  to 
which  he  is  naturally  amenable,  on  such  a  transaction,  can  receive  no 
protection  from  them.  This  difference  of  situation  does,  I  think, 
afford  a  sound  and  material  distinction.  As  to  foreign  nations  and 
their  subjects,  the  breach  of  our  prohibitions  of  trade  are  merely  mah 
prohihita;  it  is  an  offence  against  the  peculiar  law  of  this  country, 
which  they  may  justly  demand  to  have  tried  more  directly  under  that 
system  of  law  to  which  it  properly  belongs.  With  respect  to  a  British 
subject,  the  violation  of  the  laws  of  his  own  country  carries  with  it 
also  the  malum  in  se  ;  and  therefore  it  is  no  injustice  to  him,  that  his 
claim  should  be  subject  to  rules,  which  this  court  may  not  think  itself 
at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  subjects  of  foreign  states. 

On  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  shall  pronounce  that,  neither  directly 
nor  indirectly,  is  it  a  question  which  I  am  at  liberty  to  entertain  in 
the  Prize  Court ;  not  pronouncing  on  the  question  of  law,  but  declin- 
ing to  enter  into  that  discussion  for  want  of  competent  jurisdiction. 
Whether  it  may  be  deemed  fit  to  bring  forward  the  qnestion  in 
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another  court,  where  the  dUcussion  may  regularly  be  intro- 
daced,  whether,  *  under  all  the  circumstances,  of  laws  not  [  *  350  ] 
acted  upon,  but  counteracted   by  an  opposite  practice,  it 
shall  be  held  that  this  course  of  trading  is  subject  to  the  penalty  of 
our  navigation  laws,  is  a  question  for  the  consideration  of  those  by 
whose  advice  the  captors  will  be  directed.     The  judgment  which  I 
shall  pronounce,  will  be  to  decree  that  this  property  shall  be  restored. 


INSTANCE   COURT. 
The  Benjamin  Franklin,^  Wicks,  master. 

July  18,  1806. 

SoiC  for  wa^s.    On  the  part  of  a  British  pilot,  navifrating  a  foreign  ship  to  an  cncmy^s  port, 

not  sustained.* 

This  was  a  suit  brought  for  wages  on  the  part  of  J.  Gillman,  a 
British  pilot,  for  conducting  the  ship,  being  an  American  vessel,  from 
the  Downs  to  Flushing.  I^he  demand  was  resisted,  on  a  suggestion 
of  a  want  of  skill,  in  running  the  vessel  on  a  sand,  by  which  consi- 
derable damage  was  sustained. 

On  the  statement  of  the  case  the  Court  obserN'ed. —  I  should  first 
wish  to  hear  how  any  suit  can  be  maintained,  on  behalf  of  a  British 
flnbjcct,  for  services  performed  in  aiding  the  commerce  and  importa- 
tion of  the  enemy.     Is  it  not  a  contribution  of  his  skill  and 
experience  to  assist  and  promote  the  navigation  of  *  the    [  *  3ol  ] 
enemy's  ports  ?     That  pilots  may  often  engage  in  such  ser- 
▼ices  will  be  of  little  signification.     They  may  be  disposed  to  under- 
▼alue  the  obligation  of  ubr^taining  from  all  tratlic  with  the  enemy, 
and  to  risk  their  own  personal  safety  for  the  sake  of  gain.     But  a 
eoart  of  justice  will  not  so  consider   it,   nor  give   any   support   to 


1  The  transposition  of  dates  olisorvablc  in  rospoct  tt>  this  and  somv  of  tlu'  fulluwing 
«,  has  been  occasioned  by  the  extension  of  the  plan  orijzinally  propost-d,  for  the 
purpose  of  rendering;  the  ct>llcction  of  ca.<cs  compriscil  in  this  numl>cr,  concluding  a 
volume*  ai  comprehenMve  as  ito^/iMe. 

*  [For  cases  as  to  suits  for  wages  on  an  illegal  Toyagc,  sec  The  VanguarO,  6  C.  Rob. 
M7,  note.] 
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demands  arising  out  of  a  course  of  navigation,  which  must  be  pro- 
nounced to  be  illegal  to  a  British  subject  Costs  are  asked,  but  as 
the  owners  did  not  take  the  objection  on  which  my  judgment  is 
founded,  by  appearing  under  protest,  and  since,  by  that  oniissioD, 
the  other  party  has  been  led  on  to  defend  himself  upon  the  moils,  I 
shall  not  give  costs. 


The  Romeo,  Corran,  master. 

October  29,  1806. 

Eyidenco.    Paper  from  on  board  a  vessel,  not  brought  in,  if  admissible  ?  on  order  for  foite 

proof.    Admitted. 

This  was  a  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  of  a 
letter,  applicable  to  this  case,  which  had  been  taken  out  of  an  Ameri- 
can vessel,  The,  Mary,  by  Lieutenant  Rigby,  of  his  Majesty's  gun 
brig  Urgent,  who  had  stopped  that  vessel,  and  had  examined  her 
papers,  and  finding  a  letter,  which  purported  to  disclose  the  real  state 
of  a  transaction,  which  had  been  fraudulently  concealed,  had  sent  the 
paper  in  question  to  the  king's  proctor,  officially,  but  without  detain- 
ing the  ship  in  which  it  was  found. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors.  —  The  King^s  Advocate  and  Robinson 
stated  the  circumstances  of  the  case;  that  this  was  a  vessel 
[  *  352  ]  under  American  colors,  and  claimed  *  for  Mr.  Corran,  of  New 
York,  who  appeared  by  the  papers  to  have  taken  no  part  in 
the  fitting  out,  or  in  obtaining  her  documents,  though  he  was  repre- 
sented to  be  in  the  port  from  which  the  vessel  sailed.  The  master 
represented  her  to  be  an  American-built  vessel ;  but  she  was  described 
by  another  witness  to  have  been  a  French  or  Spaaish  vessel.  The 
instructions  appeared  to  have  been  given  by  Messrs.  Noble  and 
Arbuthnot,  and  not  by  the  asserted  owner.  The  charter-party  was 
made,  not  in  the  name  of  Corran,  but  "for  the  owner  or  owners;^ 
under  all  these  circumstances  it  would  be  a  case  requiring  farther 
proof.  But  a  fact  had  transpired  from  another  quarter,  which  dis- 
closed the  real  history  of  the  vessel.  A  letter  had  been  sent  in  to  the 
king's  proctor,  officially,  from  one  of  his  Majesty's  oflBcers  who  had 
examined  the  American  ship,  Mary,  in  her  course  to  Antwerp,  and, 
finding  among  the  papers  a  letter  which  appeared  to  disclose  the 
truth  of  a  covered  transaction,  had  taken  it  from  among  the  rest  of 
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the  papers,  and  had  sent  it  in,  suflfering  tlic  vessel  to  proceed.  It  is  a 
letter*  to  Messrs.  du  Baccjue,  of  Antwerp,  making  communication 
relative  to  the  ship  in  question,  in  the  following  terms  :  "  Relating  to 
the  brig,  late  Sophia,  after  finding  it  impossible  to  procure  freight  or 
charter  for  her  under  the  Papenburgh  flag,  expecting  that  the  English 
would  show  no  kind  of  discrimination  between  that  country's  colors 
and  Prussia,  and  imagining  the  risk  would  be  too  great  to  send  her 
off  with  a  load  of  staves,  we  have  thought  it  prudent,  for  the  benefit 
of  all  interested,  to  change  the  colors  to  American,  and  discharge  her 
crew."  From  this  letter,  which  purports  to  have  been  written  by 
Messrs.  Noble  and  Arbuthnot,  it  appears  that  this  ship, 
*  whose  present  name  is  also  mentioned,  was  in  reality  a  [  *3o3  ] 
Papenburgh  vessel,  which  had  gone  to  America,  where,  on 
receiving  intelligence  of  the  Prusijian  hostilities,  and  the  order  against 
Papenburgh  property,  she  had  been  put  under  American  colors,  and 
bad  been  sent  back  to  Europe  on  freight. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant —  Arnold  and  Laicrence  objected  that 
this  letter  was  not  admissible  evidence ;  that  the  Prize  Act  directs 
every  case  to  be  brought  to  adjudication,  in  the  first  instance,  on  the 
evidence  of  papers  found  on  board  that  or  any  other  captured  >hip  ; 
and  that  such  has  l)cen  the  rule  of  practice.  \Vhere  a  vessel  is 
captured  and  brought  in,  the  court  is  in  possession  of  all  the  evidence 
arising  from  that  case.  It  knows  all  circumstances  relating  to  the 
papers  judicially.  Hut  where  papers  are  introduced  from  extrinsic 
Bonrccs,  all  collateral  circumstances  are  entirely  out  of  the  view  of 
the  court.  It  has  no  means  of  tracing  the  authentication  of  the 
papers  produced,  nor,  in  fact,  of  knowing  any  thing  respecting  them. 

Id  reply,  it  was  said,  that  the  direction  of  the  Prize  Act  contains  no 
negative  terms  that  can  be  understood  to  exclude  evidence  of  this 
kind  ill  particular  cases ;  that,  in  the  standing  interrogatories,  there  is 
one  in  which  the  fpiestion  asked  is,  ^'  Whether  there  are,  on  board 
any  other  ship,  any  papers,  A:c.,''  which  cannot  relate  merely  to  ships 
brought  in.  In  respect  to  them  only,  it  would  be  superfluous  to  put 
rach  an  interrogatory,  since  those  papers  must  be  supposed  to  be 
already  in  the  custody  and  knowledge  of  the  court,  and  it  would  run 
in  other  terms, "  Whether  there  are  in  this  court  any  pajwrs  ?" 
There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  this  *  application,  which  is  [  •3-31  ] 
contrary  to   the  regularity  of  proceeding  in  prize  causes. 


1  July  4,  1806. 
TOL     TI.  21 
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As  to  the  propriety  of  the  act  done  by  his  Majesty's  officer  in  making 
such  a  detection,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that  it  would  be  the  duty  of 
any  officer  into  whose  hands  such  proofs  fell,  to  retain  them.  It  was 
an  act  in  which  that  person  could  not  have  a  possible  interest  He 
is,  therefore,  in  all  respects,  a  competent  person  to  produce  any  cri- 
dence  in  his  possession  before  the  court.  If  it  could  not  be  recdved 
without  bringing  the  vessel  herself  to  adjudication,  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  papers  into  the  custody  of  the  court,  the  consequence 
would  be,  that  it  must  necessarily  introduce  another  cause  of  captme 
and  detention.  It  might  happen  that  the  fraud  detected  would  ap[dj 
to  property  of  great  magnitude,  whilst  the  ship  in  which  it  was  con- 
cealed might  be  comparatively  of  small  value.  In  such  a  case  it 
could  not  be  expected  that  the  belligerent  should  forego  the  benefit  of 
evidence  so  discovered  against  the  enemy,  even  if  it  should  indaoe 
the  necessity  of  bringing  in  the  vessel.  It  would  be  expedient,  tbe^^ 
fore,  on  all  general  considerations,  that  no  difficulty  should  be  throwD 
in  the  way  of  evidence  so  produced,  beyond  what  may  be  necessary 
to  establish  its  authenticity  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 

On  the  other  side  it  was  answered,  that  the  argument  from  the 
twenty-third  interrogatory  did  not  apply,  since  the  meaning  of  that 
inquiry  was  only  to  confirm  the  authenticity  of  papers  regularly  pro- 
duced, and  to  satisfy  the  court  that  it  was  in  possession  of  the  whole 
papers  that  had  ever  been  on  board  the  ship  then  in  judgment  before 
it,  and  not  to  hunt  into  all  possible  sources  of  obtaining  extrinsic 

information.  There  had  been  no  instance  in  which  par- 
[  *  355  ]  ties   had  *  been  allowed  to  advert  to  papers  not  brought 

into  court ;  and  in  the  practice  of  invoking  evidence  from 
other  causes,  it  had  been  the  rule  not  to  permit  invocation  from  any 
case  till  that  cause  had  been  heard. 

Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  A  paper  is  offered  to  the  court  as  evidence  in  this 
cause,  which,  it  is  contended,  cannot  be  received,  as  not  having  been 
found  on  board  this  or  any  other  captured  vessel,  and  as  being,  on 
that  account,  not  within  the  regulations  of  the  Prize  Act.  In  the 
course  which  I  mean  to  pursue,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  enter  into 
this  discussion,  because,  if  there  is  a  mode  conformable  to  the  act  of 
parliament  and  the  practice  of  the  court,  the  court  would  naturally 
rather  adopt  that  mode  than  be  led  unnecessarily  into  a  consideration 
of  the  difliculties  that  have  been  stated. 

The  act  of  parliament  ordains,  that  if  any  doubts  arise,  the  conrt 
may  direct  farther  proof ;  but  it  has  not  limited  the  cause  of  doubt  to 
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evidence  actually  on  board,  nor  could  it,  with  propriety,  have  imposed 
any  such  restrictions.^  The  court  itself  might  possess  information  that 
would  completely  falsify  the  claim.  Could  it  be  said,  in  such  a  case, 
that,  because  the  depositions  and  the  formal  papers  were  consistent, 
there  should  be  no  means  of  extracting  the  real  truth  of  the  facts  ? 
Could  it  be  expected  that  the  court  should  proceed  to  judgment  on 
the  mere  formal  evidence,  in  o|)position  to  its  own  private  conviction 
that  the  whole  of  what  was  there  stated  was  false  ?  It  would  be 
impossible  to  maintain  that  proposition  to  the  utmost  ex- 
tent •  It  must  be  allowed,  then,  that  there  may  be  instances  [  *  356  ] 
in  which  the  court  has  the  power  of  calling  for  extraneous 
evidence.  In  acceding  to  any  prayer,  the  court  will  undoubtedly  be 
mnch  guided  by  the  nature  of  the  original  evidence.  But  it  cannot 
with  propriety  be  -maintained  that  the  court  is  absolutely  concluded  by 
it  When  a  case  is  perfectly  chiar,  and  not  liable  to  any  just  suspi- 
eion,  the  dispor^ition  of  the  court  will  certainly  lean  strongly  against 
the  introduction  of  extran(*ous  matter,  and  against  permitting  the 
captors  to  rntcr  upon  farther  impiiries ;  but  in  th(*  present  instance 
the  case  is  not  frr<'  from  objiT-tion  on  the  original  evidence. 

The  court  may  also,  I  conceive,  in  the  i'xerei>:e  of  its  di:«cretion, 
and  under  the  grave  responsibility  which  accompanies  all  its  actions, 
be  at  liberty  to  eonsidiT  a  little  the  edeet  of  the  evidence  proposed  to 
be  introduced.  If  it  is  slight  and  vague  in  its  nature,  the  court  will 
be  less  easily  induced  to  depart  from  its  usual  course.  Hut  can  it  be 
said  that  the  relevancy  of  the  paper  in  question  is  not  material?  If 
there  is  no  doubt  that  the  paper  oiVered  was  a  ship's  paper,  though  on 
board  another  vessel,  which  I  think  there  is  not,  I  am  of  opinion  that  it 
is  competent  to  me,  when  the  evidence  is  of  so  stringent  a  nature  as 
that  proposed,  to  admit  it.  I  accede  very  much  to  what  has  been 
said  as  to  tin*  dependence  which  the  credit  of  papers  must  have  on 
the  circumstances  under  whirh  thev  are  brouirht  in.  I3ut  that  is  an 
observation  which  alleets  the  ijuestion  of  credihility.  This  is  a  paper 
apparently  under  the  handwriting  of  \oble  and  Arbuthnot,  who  have 
been  a  vowed  I  v  much  cn'Msred  in  the  (.-oncerns  of  the  vessel  now 
before  the  eourt.  Is  n<^t  sueh  a  paper  material  ?  I  am  of 
opinion  '  that  the  court  is  at  liberty  to  hav(»  doubts  extrinsic  [  *  iM7  ] 
of  the  evidence,  nuil  th:it  this  paper  may  be  admitted  on  an 
order  for  farther  proof.  What  I  shall  do  at  pres«Mit  will  be  to  make 
an  order  for  farther  proot',  giving  tlu*  captors  leave  to  iutroduet*  the 
paper  in  such  a  manner  as  they  may  be  ailvised. 


1  [Thv  lk)thnoa.  2  Gall.  S3;  Tlio  LiTen>oul  Packet,  1  GalL  ^13.] 
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On  a  subsequent  day,^  this  cause  came  before  the  court  again,  on 
farther  proof,  when,  no  explanation  being  oflFered  of  this  paper,  which 
had  been  brought  in  by  the  King's  Proctor,  duly  verified  by  the  affi- 
davit of  Lieutenant  Rigby,  the  court  observed :  —  This  is  a  paper 
which  stands  entirely  free  from  all  suspicion  of  fabrication,  since  it 
had  been  sent  in  before  the  capture  of  this  vessel ;  and,  from  the  par- 
ticular and  circumstantial  manner  in  which  it  refers  to  directions 
appearing  to  have  been  given  in  the  charter-party,  it  is  clear  that  it 
could  not  have  been  fabricated  for  unfair  purposes  by  the  captors. 
Under  these  circumstances,  and  especially  when  no  notice  is  taken  of 
it  in  the  farther  proof,  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  paper  which  verifies 
itself.  All  the  other  papers  which  have  been  introduced  in  farther 
proof  are  mere  formal  papers,  which  would  have  been  precisely  the 
same  if  the  transaction  had  passed  in  the  manner  described  in  this 
uncontradicted  letter.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  in  ray  opinion,  that 
the  transaction  did  pass  in  that  manner.  Whether  the  property  of 
this  vessel  belongs  to  persons  at  Antwerp  or  Papenburg,  does  not 
perhaps  distinctly  appear ;  but  as  Papenburg  was  in  a  state  of  hosti- 
lity at  the  time  of  capture,  that  circumstance  is  altogether  imma- 
terial. 

Claim  rejected. 


[  *  358  ]       •  The  Citade  de  Lisboa,  Oleivera,  master. 

October  30,  1806. 
Portuguese  treaty.    Fraudolcnt  use  of  the  privilege  of  the  Fortugnese  flag,  &c 

This  was  the  case  of  a  ship  under  the  Portuguese  flag  and  pass, 
with  respect  to  which,  before  any  claim  was  given  under  the  treaty, 
it  was  intimated  by  his  Majesty's  Advocate  that  a  box  of  papers  had 
been  found  concealed,  that  disclosed  a  case  of  gross  fraud,  and 
proved  the  ship  and  cargo  to  be  Spanish  property.  The  case  was,  on 
this  intimation,  put  off',  that  the  effect  of  the  papers  might  be  consi- 
dered by  the  Portuguese  consul. 

On  this  day,  the  King*s  Advocate  again  mentioned  —  That  this 
was  a  ship  under  the  Portuguese  flag  and  pass,  captured  on  a  voyage 
to  Montevideo,  and  that  a  box  of  papers  had  been  discovered  which 


May  3,  1808. 
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showed  the  property  of  the  ship  and  cargo  to  belong  to  Spaniards; 
that  he  had  been  induced  to  mention  this  circumstance,  particularly 
in  the  presence  of  the  Portuguese  consul,  as  worthy  the  consideration 
of  his  government ;  because,  if  abuses  of  this  kind  continued  to  pre- 
sent themselves,  it  would  compel  the  court  to  repeat  the  observations 
that  had  been  thrown  out  in  a  recent  case,  with  respect  to 
the  Kniphausen^  passps,  *  since  it  appeared,  also,  that  the  [  *  359  ] 
Portagaese  pass  was  granted,  in  the  present  case,  and  also 
in  some  other  instances  that  had  occurred,  without  the  oath  of  the 
proprietor. 

The  Portuguese  consul  said  that  he  would  take  care  that  the 
observations  of  his  Majesty's  Advocate  should  be  represented  to  his 
government. 

The  CorRT  condemned  the  ship  and  cargo. 


t  In  the  csL^c  of  The  Ken<lraun;ht,*  the  court  hod  said  —  The  circumstances  that 
occur  in  this  case  will  induce  me  to  consider  the  Kniphauseu  cases  with  more  than 
onlinary  strictni*!>3,  be<*ause  it  does  ai)i>car  that  there  have  )>een  {^reat  abuses  tolerated 
OD  the  part  of  the  persons  who  have  the  power  of  communicating;  the  flag  and  pass  of 
that  state.  This  vesikd  had  l>een  foniiorly  a  Dutch  !<hip.  Tlie  master  luis  not  thought 
proper  to  state  the  o<;cui»ation  of  tlie  vcsel,  but  she  appears,  from  some  of  the  voy- 
age*, to  have  been  much  in  DuUrh  commerce.  She  has  bren  under  the  management 
of  persons  in  Holland,  and  the  master  does  not  know  either  of  the  owners.  It  api>ears, 
also,  that  he  himst^lf  is  a  Dutchman,  and  has  never  had  a  domicil  at  Kniphauscn.  His 
wife  and  family  are  resident  in  HolLind ;  yet  the  pass  describes  him  **as  our  subject," 
and  **  that  he  apiH'ured  and  requested  a  certificate  of  his  domicil,"  though  it  is  admitted 
that  he  paid  nothing  for  his  burghers  brief.  It  can  never  lie  allowed  that  the  gf>vcm- 
mcnt  of  Kniphausen  should  communicate  the  privilege  of  the  Kniphausen  llag  to  a 
Hatch  ship,  navigated  umlcr  a  Dutch  nuistcr,  and  iu  the  maniigcment  of  a  Dutch 
owner.  In  the  Kniphaus<>n  fishing  vesscls.t  it  api»eare4i,  also,  that  the  manner  in 
wbich  the  Knipliausen  diM'uments  luid  been  obLiine«I  was  liable  to  obsen'ations  of  a 
■milar  nature ;  and  the  court  then  iiitiuiat4*d,  tliat,  if  such  prai'tices  were  continnod,  it 
would  be  pro|KT  that  tlicy  should  be  repn'H.'nted  to  government 

*  August  1.  180G.  '   September  18.  1806- 
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[  •  360  ]  •  The  Flora,  Baptista,  master. 

NoYcmbcr  11  and  20,  1806,  and  Febraary  10, 1807. 
Fortogaeso  treaty.    Frivilege  of  flag,  how  affected  by  discnssion  of  property. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  taken  under  a  Portuguese  flag  and  pass, 
and  claimed  under  the  treaty.  The  ship  had  been  a  Prussian  vessd, 
transferred  to  the  asserted  Portuguese  proprietor  subsequent  to  Prtw- 
sian  hostilities.^  The  case  was  ordered  to  further  proof,  and  on  tbe 
18th  February,  1807,  it  came  on  again,  when  it  appeared  that  the 
vessel  had  been  originally  a  Dutch  vessel,  transferred  to  a  Prossian 
owner  on  the  commencement  of  Dutch  hostilities,  in  whose  employ- 
ment she  had  continued  till  July,  1806,  when  the  vessel  was  lying  at 
Lisbon,  and  was  there  transferred  to  M.  De  Souza,  under  circum- 
stances that  appeared  to  the  court,  in  the  discussion  of  the  furtha 

proof,  to  falsify  the  whole  transaction.  The  cargo,  consist- 
•(  •  361  ]  ing  •  of  salt,  on  a  destination  from  Lisbon  to  Rotterdam, 

was  documented  as  the  property  of  the  asserted  Portuguese 
owner.  With  respect  to  that,  it  was  contended  that,  as  the  Porta- 
guese  title  to  the  ship  had  been  vitiated,  and  affected  with  fraud,  it 
fell  back  again  to  the  character  of  a  Prussian,  and,  consequently,  aa 
enemy's  ship,  and  under  that  character  would,  by  the  terms  of  the 
treaty,  render  the  cargo  also  liable  to  condemnation. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  contended  —  That  there  had  been  cases  ^  in 


1  In  the  cases  of  The  Nostra  Signora  dc  Rosario,  and  The  Nova  Unias,  11th  No- 
vember, 1806,  the  King's  Advocate  intimated  that,  although,  in  some  Portngoese  cases 
under  the  treaty,  restitution  had  passed  without  objection  being  taken  to  the  fact  of 
their  appearing  to  have  been  enemies*  ships,  transferred  to  the  asserted  Portuguese  pith 
prictor  subsequent  to  hostilities,  yet,  as  the  practice  of  resorting  to  transfers  of  this 
kind,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  the  navigation  of  the  enemy  under  the  protection  of 
a  privileged  flag,  had  been  growing  more  prevalent,  and  was  liable  to  great  abuse,  he 
should  hold  himself  at  liberty  to  argue  the  point  whether  the  privilege  of  the  treaty 
could  extend  to  ships  purchased  of  the  enemy,  in  any  case  in  which  it  might  appear 
advisable.    In  a  subsequent  case.  The  Principe  Regente,*  where  it  was  contended  in 
argument  that  this  point  had  been  settled  in  cases  that  had  already  passed,  the  cout 
expressly  declared  that  it  did  not  consider  that  question  to  have  been  decided ;  that  it 
was  a  (question  of  great  importance,  and  one  that  was  very  fit  to  be  reserved  for  grave 
consideration.     That  case  was  decided  entirely  on  the  facts. 

^  So  decided  also  in  the  cases  of  The  Zephyr,  14th  April,  1807. 

♦  October  27, 1807. 
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which  the  court  had  not  held  the  cargo  to  be  involved  in  the  fate  of 
the  ship,  merely  because  the  Portuguese  title  was  not  sufficiently 
established  to  answer  the  interpretation  of  the  law,  as  understood  in 
the  practice  of  the  courts  of  tliis  kingdom. 

It  was  replied,  that  in  cases  which  related  to  cargoes,  being  the 
property  of  other  persons,  it  might  be  so,  and  very  reasonably,  since 
it  would  be  hard  to  affect  them  by  the  latent  defects  of  title  in  the 
ship,  to  which  they  were  in  no  manner  privy.  But  in  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  ship  and  cargo  were  included  in  the  same  claim,  and 
belonged  to  the  asserted  Portuguese  purchaser,  who  must  be  a  princi« 
pal  in  the  fraud,  if  the  pretended  transfer  was  held  to  be  fraudulent,  the 
coort  would  not  give  him  an  opportunity  of  separating  the  ship  from 
the  cargo,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  new  claim  on  the  property. 

The  court  assented  to  these  observations,  and  rejected  the  claim 
altogether  for  the  ship  and  cargo. 


•  The  Conferenzratii,  Baur.  [  •  362  ] 

December  18, 1806. 

Orders,  S4th  Jane,  1803,  lu  to  the  colonial  trade.    Retnm  to  the  country  of  the  ship.    ILun- 

burg  identified  with  Altona  for  the  parposes  of  thu  order.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  a  Danish  vessel  belonging  to  Altona,  which  had 
sailed  from  Altona  to  iMontc  Video,  and  was  captured  on  a  returned 
▼oyage  to  Hamburg,  provided  that  port  should  not  be  under  blockade, 
with  an  alternate  de^sti nation  to  Frederickstadt. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  clearly  a  Danish  vessel.  No  objection  has 
been  raised  against  the  property  of  the  ship ;  but  with  respect  to  the 
cargo,  it  is  objected  that  as  there  appears  to  have  been  no  Spanish 
license  authorizing  these  persons  to  trade  at  Monte  Video,  it  is  rea- 
sonable to  infer  that  the  cargo  must  belong  to  Spanish  merchants. 


1  [The  I'rovidontia,  S  C.  Bob.  142,  note.] 
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But  I  think  there  is  enough  to  be  collected  from  the  papers  to  show, 
that  persons  introducing  a  cargo  would  be  received,  and  allowed  to 
export  a  cargo  in  return.  It  appears  that  the  outward  cargo  po- 
duced  more  than  was  invested  in  the  returned  cargo,  and  that  eome 
part  of  the  money  was  left  in  that  country.  If  the  commerce  of  that 
place  had  been  so  far  open,  that  the  parties  would  be  at  liberty  to 
engage  in  subsequent  adventures,  it  was  not  unnatural  that  the  sa^ 
plus  of  their  funds  should  be  left  for  another  voyage.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  these  objections  are  not  sufficient  to  weigh  against  the 
general  current  of  evidence  which  represents  the  cargo  to  belong  to 
merchants  at  Hamburg;  and  I  shall,  on  that  part  of  the  case,  have  no 

hesitation  in  pronouncing  it  to  be  Hamburg  property. 
[  •  363  ]      •  But  two  questions  of  law  are  raised.     It  is  objected  that 

the  ship  had  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  blockade  on  the  oll^ 
ward  voyage,  and  the  terms  of  the  order  in  council  of  the  present  war 
do  impose  that  limitation  on  the  liberty  of  commerce  to  the  colonies 
of  the  enemy.^  With  respect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties,  it  does 
appear  from  the  charter-party,  that  there  was  a  design  tt>  violate  the 
blockade ;  but  though  there  may  have  been  the  mens  rea^  the  parties 
have  had  the  benefit  of  the  extrinisic  circumstances  turning  out  io 
their  favor.  The  blockade  was  raised  before  the  vessel  sailed;  w 
that  there  is  not  the  corpus  delicti  existing  that  would  be  necessary 
also  to  draw  upon  them  the  penalties  of  the  law. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  ship  had  gone  to  Buenos  Ayres 
and  had  taken  a  cargo,  with  an  intention  of  returning,  according  to 
the  charter-party,  to  Hamburg ;  and  it  was  only  on  the  event  of  the 
renewal  of  the  blockade,  that  the  ship  was  to  go  to  Frederickstadt 
It  is  therefore  a  Hamburg  cargo  on  board  a  Danish  ship,  and  going 
not  to  a  port  of  the  country  to  which  the  ship  belonged,  but  to  Ham- 
burg. It  is  true,  that  the  rule  has  been  laid  down  with  more  precision, 
and  with  greater  strictness,  in  this  war  than  in  the  last.  It  is  now 
restricted  to  the  country  of  the  ship,  whereas  the  former  rule  extended 
to  the  country  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo  also.  It  is  not  in  my  power, 
neither  is  it  my  inclination,  to  relax  the  strictness  of  the  latter  rale  by 
interpretation.  But  when  ports  are  so  nearly  conjoined  as  Hamburg 
and  Altona,not  merely  by  juxtaposition  only,  but  by  the  closest  connec- 
tions of  familiarity,  and  commercial  intercourse  ;  when  they  use  one 

common  exchange,  and  when  the  merchants  have  their  ortin- 
[  •  364  ]  try  houses  on  each  side  of  the  river  •  indifferently,  it  would 

be  pressing  the  rule  too  harshly  on  the  merchants  of  Ham- 


^  24th  Jane,  1803. 
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barg,  to  hold  that  they  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  enjoy  the  conve- 
nience which  Altona  affords  for  all  the  purposes  of  commerce.  I  am 
rather  disposed  to  consider  them,  as  far  as  the  reasonable  construction 
of  this  order  is  concerned,  as  the  same  port  I  shall,  therefore,  admit 
the  claim,  and  pronounce  this  property  to  be  Hamburg  property. 


The  Rolla,  Coffin,  master. 

Jane  3,  1807. 

Blockade— imposed  by  a  cominAnder  —  mode  of  notificntion,  through  the  goremor  of  tha 
cnemT*!  port.  Kflfcct  of  remission  in  tlie  mode  of  carrying  it  into  execution,  if  proved,  &c. 
CiMof  ezic 

This  was  a  case  of  an  American  ship  and  cargo,  proceeded  against 
for  a  breach  of  the  blockade  of  Monte  Video,  as  imposed  by  the 
British  commander  in  ihe  expedition  to  the  River  Plata ;  and  notified 
at  Monte  Video  by  communication  through  the  Spanish  governor  at 
Monte  Video. 

The  case  was  argued  much  at  length  in  several  arguments.  The 
points  chiefly  contended  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  were :  That  it 
was  a  blockade  imposed  without  competent  authority,  having  origi- 
nated with  Sir  Home  Popham  only,  and  without  any  communication 
with  his  government.  That  this  defect  was  more  conspicuous,  from 
the  manner  in  which  the  whole  of  that  expedition  had  been  under- 
taken without  orders.  Secondly,  that  the  mode  of  notification 
resorted  to,  by  communication  through  the  enemy,  was  vicious  in  its 
nature,  improperly  thrown  upon  the  enemy,  and  to  which 
neutral  nations  were  not  *  bound  to  attend.  Thirdly,  that  if  [ '  3&3  | 
the  blockade  could  be  held  to  have  had  a  valid  commence- 
ment, the  fluctuating  manner  in  which  it  had  been  from  time 
to  time  relaxed  by  the  British  commaiuler,  would  defeat  the  efficacy 
of  the  measure  altogether,  more  especially  as  it  was  at  most  but  a 
blockade  de  facto  only,  not  aided  by  any  of  the  presumptions  which 
had  been  held  to  support  the  continuance  of  a  blockade  by  notifica- 
tion, till  the  notification  was  regularly  withdrawn.  The  blockade 
originated  with  Sir  Home  I'opham,  and  therefore  a  relaxation  admit- 
ted by  him,  would  justify  a  supposition  that  the  measure  was  altoge- 
ther abandoned. 
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Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship  was  taken  with  a  cargo  on  board,  off 
Monte  Video  on  the  20th  November,  1806,  and  is  proceeded  agaiost 
for  a  breach  of  the  blockade  of  that  port  When  that  ground  is 
taken,  it  must  be  shown  that  there  was  a  competent  authority  to 
impose  a  blockade;  secondly,  that  it  was  in  fact  imposed;  and 
thirdly,  that  it  was  maintained  in  such  a  manner,  as  to  lay  upon 
the  parties  an  obligation  of  attending  to  it.  If  these  three  points  are 
established,  with  respect  to  a  ship  coming  out  with  a  cargo  taken  on 
board  subsequent  to  the  blockade,  the  onus  probandi  is  thrown  on  the 
party,  to  prove  that,  though  the  blockade  might  exist,  there  were  cir- 
cumstances that  would  operate  to  the  release  of  that  particular  vessel, 
exempting  her  from  the  penalty  of  the  law. 

On  the  former  hearing  it  was  contended  that  the  power  of 
[  •  366  ]  imposing  a  blockade  is  altogether  an  act  of  *  sovereignty 

which  cannot  be  assumed  or  exercised  by  a  commander, 
without  special  authority.  But  the  court  then  expressed  its  opinion  that 
this  was  a  position  not  maintainable  to  that  extent ;  because  a  com- 
mander going  out  to  a  distant  station  may  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
carry  with  him  such  a  portion  of  sovereign  authority,  delegated  to  him, 
as  may  be  necessary  to  provide  for  the  exigencies  of  the  service  on 
which  he  is  employed.  On  stations  in  Europe,  where  government  is 
almost  at  hand  to  superintend  and  direct  the  course  of  operations, 
under  which  it  may  be  expedient  that  particular  hostilities  should  be 
carried  on,  it  may  be  different.  But  in  distant  parts  of  the  world  it 
cannot  be  disputed,  I  conceive,  that  a  commander  must  be  held  to 
carry  with  him  sufficient  authority  to  act,  as  well  against  the  com- 
merce of  the  enemy,  as  against  the  enemy  himself,  for  the  more  imme- 
diate purpose  of  reduction. 

It  has  been  also  farther  contended,  that  the  commander,  in  this 
expedition  particularly,  did  not  possess  this  authority  ;  because  it  has 
appeared  from  the  result  of  a  subsequent  inquiry  into  his  conduct, 
that  he  had  acted  irregularly  in  entering  upon  it  without  orders. 
But  however  irregularly  he  may  have  acted  towards  his  own  gov- 
ernment the  subsequent  conduct  of  government  in  adopting  that 
enterprise,  by  directing  a  further  extension  of  that  conquest,  will 
have  the  effect  of  legitimating  the  acts  done  by  him,  so  far  at 
least  as  the  subjects  of  other  countries  are  concerned.  The  gov- 
ernment has  not  disclaimed  the  acquisitions  as  obtained  wrongfully ; 
on  the  contrary  they  have  recognized  his  acts  by  seizing  Maldonado, 

and  by  retaining  the  footing  which  had  been  acquired  for 
[  •  367  ]  them  in  that  country,  thereby  expressing  *  their  recognition 

of  the  seizure,  as  a  seizure  made  by  the  forces  of  this  country 
validly  applied.     I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  blockade  is  not  to 
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be  impeached  on  the  ground  of  want  of  regular  authority ;  and  I  have 
no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that,  however  irregularly  Sir  Home  Pop- 
ham  may  be  deemed  to  have  acted  towards  his  own  government,  it 
is  that  for  which  he  is  in  no  manner  answerable  to  other  states ;  and 
that  it  is  not  open  to  the  individual  subjects  of  other  countries,  to 
dispute  the  validity  of  the  blockade  on  that  account 

The  second  question  that  arises  is,  whether  the  blockade  was  im- 
posed in  a  legal  form.  All  that  is  necessary  to  make  a  notification 
efiectual  and  valid  is,  that  it  shall  be  communicated  in  a  credible 
manner;  because,  though  one  mode  may  be  more  formal  than 
another,  yet  any  communication  which  brings  it  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  party,  in  a  way  which  could  leave  no  doubt  in  his  mind  as  to  the 
authenticity  of  the  information,  would  be  that  which  ought  to  govern 
his  conduct,  and  will  be  binding  upon  him.  Sir  Home  Popham 
came  before  the  place  in  June  ;  and  it  appears,  by  his  letters,  that  he 
considered  the  blockade  to  have  been  imposed  in  June,  though  not 
by  notiiication.  Why  it  was  not  accompanied  with  a  notification  at 
that  time  we  are  not  informed.  It  would  have  been  more  regular, 
undoubtedly,  as  indeed  it  is  at  all  times  more  convenient,that  it  should 
be  declared  in  a  public  and  distinct  manner,  instead  of  being  left  to 
creep  out  from  the  consequences  produced  by  it.  On  the  23d  of 
September,  however,  it  appears  that  a  notification  was  sent  into 
Monte  Video.  As  to  all  that  passed  previous  to  that  day,  I  shall 
consider  it  as  that  to  which  the  court  is  in  no  manner  bound 
•  to  attend  ;  for  I  think  it  is  evident,  from  the  letters  of  Sir  [  *  368  ] 
Home  Popham,  which  are  produced  by  liimself,  that  ships 
had  been  permitted  to  pass,  and  that  the  blockade,  though  intended 
to  commence  in  June,  had  not  been  kept  up  with  exactness  and  uni- 
formity. The  very  expressions,  refpiesting  the  governor  to  make  it 
known  to  neutral  vessels,  do  away  the  ed'ect  of  all  transactions  ante- 
cedent to  the  :j3d  September,  and  I  look  upon  them  as  wholly  unim- 
portant to  both  parties.'  The  notification  is  made  on  the  23d  of 
September.  The  u»ual  mode  of  communicating  such  intelligence 
undoubtedly  is,  not  to  the  hostile  government,  but  to  the  neutral 
states,  and  when  the  more  regular  form  is  practicable,  it  is  proper 
that  it  should  be  observed.  But  here  it  was  not  practicable.  Sir 
Home  Popham  took  the  only  method  that  could  be  adopted,  by 
sending  to  the  governor  of  the  place,  and  by  desiring  him  to  make  it 
known  to  the  subjects  of  neutral  powers,  who  had  no  public  agents 
or   consuls   resident   there,   to   whom    it    could   be   more   formally 


1  It  hm\  been  contended  in  irgumcnt  that  tkif  particuUr  vesMil  had  run  in,  in  biw 
of  the  Uockade,  and  in  defiance  of  the  bkxJLading  thipt. 
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addressed.     From  papers  exhibited  in  another  case,  it  appears  that 

the  steps  which  the  governor  took  were  of  the  most  formal  and 

effectual  kind,     He  summoned  all  the  foreign   ship-masters  before 

him,  and  among  them  the  master  of  this  vessel.     He  communicated 

to  them  the  letter  which  he  had  received,  and  told  them  that  the  port 

was  under  blockade,  and  that  they  must  take  notice  of  it 

[  •  369  ]  at  their  peril.     They  were  also  required  to  sign  a  *  paper  to 

the  effect  of  that  notice,  but  they  refused,  that  they  might 

not  appear  to  bind  themselves  by  their  own  voluntary  act. 

That  this  notification  was  sent  and  communicated,  is  established 
beyond  contradiction,  by  every  part  of  this  large  bundle  of  papers, 
so  that  it  was  quite  impossible  that  any  person  in  that  port  cooMl 
pretend  ignorance  of  the  blockade.  It  is  not  without  considerable 
surprise,  therefore,  that  I  see  the  manner  in  which  the  master  of  this 
vessel,  and  other  persons  who  have  joined  in  an  affidavit  with  him, 
have  expressed  themselves.  He  says,  that  some  time  in  October  a 
notice  was  communicated,  as  he  had  heard ;  when  it  is  quite  notori- 
ous that  it  was  done  two  days  after  the  notification  was  received, 
and  in  September.  He  says  also,  that  "they  were  allowed  fourteen 
days  to  come  out,"  whereas  the  notification  says  "seven,"  and  "that 
he  never  saw  the  letter,  and  that  it  was  not  notified  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  made  them  consider  the  place  to  be  under  blockade."  In  direct 
contradiction  to  all  this,  it  is  abundantly  proved  by  the  certificate  of 
the  Spanish  officer,  and  by  the  petitions  of  different  neutral  masters, 
that  they  were  convened  for  the  purpose  of  hearing  the  letter  read, 
and  that  the  measure  itself  was  perfectly  understood  by  them,  since 
it  is  recited  in  direct  terms  in  several  of  their  petitions.  The  manner 
in  which  the  mate  speaks,  also,  who  is  the  brother  of  the  master,  is 
still  more  extraordinary.  He  says,  "  that  he  first  heard  it  mentioned 
on  board  the  ship  after  their  departure  from  Monte  Video."  This  is 
perfectly  incredible.  Without  observing  farther  on  these  inconsis- 
tencies, I  am  of  opinion  that  the  notification  was  made  in  such  a 
manner  as  would  legally  affect  the  master  with  an  obligation  of 

observing  it. 
[  •  370  ]  •  But  it  is  said  that  the  terms  of  the  notification  are  ille- 
gal, as  containing  an  unwarrantable  limitation  of  the  general 
rule  of  law,  in  "requiring  neutral  vessels  to  come  out  in  seven  days 
in  ballast,  or  with  those  cargoes  only  on  board  which  they  had  canied 
in."  It  is  objected  that  the  neutral  masters  were  abridged  of  some 
of  their  just  rights ;  namely,  that  they  might  bring  out,  also,  any 
cargo  which  had  been  taken  on  board  previous  to  the  notification ; 
and  it  is  contended  that  this  will  have  the  effect  of  invalidating  the 
whole  proceeding.     In  support  of  this  argument,  a  reference  has  been 
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made  to  a  case  ^  in  which  a  notice,  irregularly  given  to  a  neutral 
vessel  on  the  coast  of  Holland,  by  one  of  his  Majesty's  officers,  was 
held  in  this  court  to  have  the  effect  of  relieving  that  vessel  from  the 
penalty  under  which  she  had  fallen.  But  no  cases  can  be  more  dis- 
tinguishable. That  was  the  case  of  a  vessel  warned  by  a  king's  offi- 
cer, off  the  coast  of  Holland,  that "  she  was  not  to  go  into  any  of  the 
ports  of  Holland,"  at  a  time  when  the  port  of  Amsterdam  alone  was 
nnder  blockade.  Here  there  is  a  blockade,  properly  imposed  by  a 
person  having  authority,  and  rightly  expressed  as  to  the  particular 
port.  If  there  had  been  an  irregularity  leading  to  a  mistake  as  to 
the  port  which  was  actually  placed  under  blockade,  there  might  have 
been  some  ground  for  expecting  relief  of  the  same  kind  from  the 
court.  But  the  blockade  is  good,  pro  tanio  ;  and  the  court  will  not 
vitiate  the  effect  of  it,  merely  on  account  of  the  omission  of  one  of 
the  conditions  under  which  vessels  might  be  permitted  to  go  out 
In  that  case  the  irregularity  proceeded  from  an  erroneous  construc- 
tion put  upon  a  public  notification  of  government,  by  one  of 
his  Majesty's  officers.  Here  it  wtis  a  restriction  imposed  *  by  [  *  371  ] 
the  commander  himself,  who  might  possibly  find  himself 
under  circumstances  that  would  make  such  a  restraint  perfectly  justi- 
fiable, though  no  such  circumstances  are  stated.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefore,  that  the  notification  was  valid  in  authority,  sufficiently 
notified,  and  not  illegal. 

Then  the  question  comes  to  this,  whether  the  claimant  can  show 
any  special  circumstances  that  will  take  off  his  responsibility  of 
observing  it,  and  relieve  him  from  the  i)enalty  of  the  law.  The 
cargo  was  taken  in  after  notice,  which,  under  the  general  rules 
that  have  been  laid  down  in  this  class  of  cases,  is  not  permitted. 
But  it  is  contended,  that  in  the  commerce  with  South  America, 
m  greater  latitude  must,  in  equity,  be  allowed,  from  the  nature 
of  that  trade ;  that  the  object  of  the  voyage  is  principally  to  obtain 
m  returned  cargo,  and  on  that  account  a  liberty  to  go  in  should 
imply  a  liberty  to  come  out  with  a  cargo ;  that  the  cargo  consists 
chiefly  of  hides  and  tallow,  and  other  articles  of  which,  in  warm 
climates,  it  would  be  necessary  to  defer  the  shipment  till  the  last 
moment,  for  their  better  preservation ;  that  the  return  being  in  goods 
of  that  description,  a  possession  in  ware-houses  as  to  them,  should 
be  taken  as  equivalent  \o  the  possession  by  shipment,  to  which  the 
court  has  confined  the  liberty  of  coming  out  with  a  cargo,  in  other 
cases.     I  do  not  feel  myself  warranted  to  accede  to  the  consequences 


^  S^ra^  Uenrio  &  Mari«,  vol  i.  p.  149. 
VOL.  VI.  22 
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of  this  mode  of  reasoning.     The  trade  to  the  colony  of  the  enemy  is 
not  one  that  is  entitled  to  considerations  of  peculiar  indulgence.    It 
is  one  not  ordinarily  open,  but  allowed  only  the  enemy,  as  a  relaxa- 
tion for  the  relief  of  their  distresses  proceeding  from  the  war.    It  is 
a  trade,  therefore,  which  persons  resorting  to  it  for  their  own  extraor- 
dinary  profit   and   advantage,   must  be   content  to  take, 
[  •  372  ]  •  with  all  the  consequences  attending  it      I  do  not  feel  that 
there  is  any  just  call  upon  me  to  distinguish  in  their  favor, 
or  to  depart  in  this  partiular  case  from  those  rules  which  the  court 
has  felt  itself  under  the  necessity  of  laying  down,  to    prevent  the 
continual  danger  of  being  imposed  upon  by  particular  evidence,  if  it 
was  to  permit  the  exemption  to  be  carried  further  than  to  a  delivery 
on  board  the  ship,  or  in  lighters.     I  must,  therefore,  reject  that  plea. 
It  is  then  said,  that  there  are  other  circumstances  that  will  defeat 
the  operation  of  the  penalty,  namely,  that  the  blockade  was  irregu- 
larly maintained  by  the  blockading  force,  in  suffering  some  ships  to 
go  in,  and  others  to  come  out,  which  would  tend  to  deceive  other 
persons,  and  would  therefore  vitiate  the  effect  of  the  notification. 
And  I  confess,  if  I  was  satisfied  of  the  fact  that  such  instances  did 
occur,  I  should  be  disposed  to  admit  the  conclusion  that  such  a  mode 
of  keeping  up,  or  rather  of  relaxing  the  blockade,  would  altogethar 
destroy  the  effect  of  it.     For  what  is  a  blockade  but  a  uniform  uni- 
versal exclusion  of  all  vessels  not  privileged  by  law  ?     If  some  are 
permitted  to  pass,  others  will  have  a  right  to  infer  that  the  blockade 
is  raised.     If  it  was  shown,  therefore,  that  ships  not   privileged  by 
law  have  been  allowed  to  enter  or  come  out,  from  motives  of  civility, 
or  other  considerations,  I  should  be  disposed  to  admit  that  other 
parties  would  be  justified  in  presuming  that  the  blockade  had  been 
taken  off. 

A  list  is  exhibited  of  the  number  of  instances  in  which  this  is  said 
to  have  occurred.     The  first  two  are  of  the  date  of  the  20th  of  Sep- 
tember, previous  to  the  notification,  and  therefore  may  be  put  out  of 
the  question.     The    next   is  The  Minerva,  which  appears 
[  *  373  ]  *  to  have  been  guilty  of  no  breach  of  blockade  whatever. 
That  vessel   had   been   detained   and   examined,  but  \vas 
driven  in  by  the  violence  of  the  storm,  and  is  therefore  no  instance 
of  a  liberty  given  by  Sir  Home  Popham  to  go  in.      The  rest  that 
follow  arc  slave  ships,  with  respect  to  which  it  appears  that  Sir  Home 
Popham  had  come  to  the  humane  resolution  of  permitting  them  to 
pass.     It  would  have  been  better,  undoubtedly,  and  more  regular, 
that  this  intention  should  have  been  notified  to  the  governor  in  the 
same  manner  as  the  blockade  itself.     It  would  then  have  been  a  clear 
and  distinct  limitation,  and  the  exception  would  have  been  under- 
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stood  according  to  its  proper  limits,  because  slave  ships  are  in  no 
manner  privileged  by  law,  or  put  upon  a  diflcrent  footing  from  other 
ships.  Instead  of  using  tiiat  precaution,  an  indorsement  is  marked 
opon  their  paper?,  of  which  it  is  properly  observed,  that  though  it 
begins  by  reciting  a  particular  reason,  as  want  of  provisions,  which 
had  appeared  in  one  instance,  it  lets  itself  out  to  a  general  liberty  to 
all  slave  vessels ;  and  it  is,  besides,  left  open  to  accident,  whether  such 
indorsements  would  come  to  the  knowledge  of  other  parties  or  not. 
It  appears  that  only  one  slave  ship.  The  Betsey,  did  enter ;  and  I 
think  it  could  not  remain  a  secret  on  what  grounds  she  was  permitted 
to  go  in.  It  would  naturally  become  a  subject  of  inquiry.  The 
indorsement  would  be  seen,  and  it  would  be  known  that  this  was  a 
particular  exception,  granted  in  commiseration  of  the  number  of 
human  beings  who  were  on  board  in  distress.  Three  other  ships  of 
the  same  description,  that  had  been  permitted  to  pass,  were  driven  off 
by  the  order  of  the  Spanish  governor.  With  respect  to  these, 
it  could  not  be  supposed  that  they  were  general  *  merchant  [  *  374  ] 
vessels.  It  would  rather  suggest  itself  to  persons  in  port 
that  they  were  driven  off  as  vessels  of  war  employed  on  some  hostile 
stratagem,  and  therefore  it  could  not  have  resulted  from  the  permis- 
sion given  to  them,  that  any  mistake  was  raised  in  the  minds  of  the 
Spaniards,  or  of  neutral  masters,  respecting  the  continuance  of  the 
blockade. 

Then  it  is  said,  that  some  were  permitted  to  go  out ;  but  the  fact  is, 
as  far  as  I  understand  it,  that  none  were  permitted  to  come  out. 
Several  that  attempted  to  go  out  were  seized  and  detained,  and  after- 
wards liberated.  The  consequence  is  very  different,  whether  they 
were  permitted  to  proceed  unmolested  in  the  first  instance,  or 
whether  the  commander,  having  seized  all,  and  afterwards  flnding 
himself  under  particular  diiiiculties  in  retaining  possession  of  all, 
selects  a  certain  number,  which  he  conceives  to  be  the  least  favora- 
ble, and  dismisses  the  rest.  That  appears  to  have  been  the  situation 
of  Sir  Home  Popham.  He  found  himself  in  want  of  men,  and  was 
therefore  under  tlie  necessity  of  releasing  some.  If  this  selection  had 
been  exercised  in  the  most  capricious  manner,  it  would  give  The 
Roila  no  right  to  complain.  If  a  captor  has  detained  A  and  B.,  is  it 
not  an  act  of  injustice  to  A.  that  he  releases  B.?  It  can  be  no  re- 
nunciation of  the  blockade,  or  of  any  other  right  of  war,  as  to  him. 
It  is  no  more  than  an  exercise  of  discretion  in  the  commander,  under 
circumstances  which  render  that  discretion  perfectly  justifiable.  There 
are  other  circumstances,  on  which  some  stn^ss  has  been  laid;  that  Sir 
Home  Popham  did,  in  a  manner,  release  this  vessel,  and  resumed 
possession  again.    How  does  that  fact  turn  out  ?    Sir  Home  Popham 
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withdrew  his  men,  but  the  papers  were  detained,  and  the 
[  •  375  ]  ship  herself  was  within  *  the  pale  of  the  fleet.     He  declioed 

to  give  any  answer  till  Admiral  Sterling  arrived,  who  bad 
been  appointed  to  succeed  him.  Admiral  Sterling,  it  appears,  on  his 
arrival,  declared  the  blockade  to  be  at  an  end ;  but  that  could  ha^e 
no  operation  as  to  its  previous  existence,  nor  affect  a  case  that  was 
already  in  possession  of  the  law.  As  to  Sir  Home  Popham,  how 
does  it  stand  ?  It  is  said,  that  he  offered  to  release,  on  bond,  to  abide 
adjudication ;  but  that  is  rather  an  assertion  of  his  right.  It  is  a 
bringing  in  for  adjudication,  but  in  another  form.  It  is  objected,  that 
he  had  declared  the  fate  of  The  Rolla  should  depend  on  the  fate  of 
The  Pigou,  which  has  been  restored,  it  appears,  by  consent.  If  such 
a  declaration  was  made  under  an  erroneous  understanding  of  the 
law,  or  of  the  fact,  it  will  not  bind  him,  much  less  the  court  that  has 
to  decide  upon  the  legal  effect  of  the  circumstances  under  which  this 
vessel  was  taken.  K  the  fact  was,  as  it  has  been  suggested,  that  the 
cargo  of  The  Pigou  appeared  to  have  been  taken  on  board  previous 
to  the  notice,  there  was  a  very  reasonable  ground  for  the  consent  that 
has  been  given  in  that  case.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
blockade  existed  under  competent  authority ;  that  it  was  notified  in 
a  credible  manner;  and  that  it  came  to  the  knowledge  of  these  parties 
in  such  a  way  as  must  bind  them  ;  that  no  circumstances  occurred  to 
invalidate  the  notice  previous  to  the  capture ;  and  that  nothing  which 
happened  since  can  have  the  effect  of  relieving  this  ship  and  cargo 
from  the  penalty  of  condemnation. 


[•376  ]      •  The  Christiansberg,  Vanderweyde,  master. 

Juno  10,  1807. 

Orders  of  council,  January  7,  1807.    Effect  of  fraudulent  evasion  on  the  subsequent  Toyage. 

Limitation,  to  the  voyage  immediately  subsequent,  &c.^ 
[Excuse  of  necessity  overruled.]  - 

This  was  a  case  of  a  ship  which  had  sailed  in  February,  1807,  with 


1  [As  to  when  the  offence  is  purged,  see  The  Welvaart  Van  Pillaw.  2  C.  Rob.  123.] 

2  [For  other  cases  of  alleged  distress,  see  The  Hurtigc  Hane,  2  C.  Rob.  124 ;  H* 
Fortuna,  5  C.  Rob.  27.] 


HIGH   COURT  OF   ADMIRALTY.  377 

Tho  Christiansberg.    6  C.  Rob. 

a  cargo  of  cheese  and  butter  from  Rotterdam,  ostensibly  for  Smyrna, 
but  had  put  into  Alicant,  as  asserted,  in  distress.  The  outward  cargo 
was  tliere  sold,  and  another  cargo  taken  on  board,  with  which  the 
vessel  sailed  on  a  destination  to  Copenhagen,  and  was  captured  on 
that  voyage.  A  claim  was  given  for  the  ship  and  cargo  on  behalf  of 
Mr.  R.  Rugge  of  Altona. 

On  tiie  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Lauretice  con- 
tended —  That  the  plea  of  distress  was  falsified  by  the  manner  io 
which  the  entries  ap|)eared  to  be  made  in  the  log  by  interlineation ; 
that  the  original  voyage  was  to  be  considered  as  in  breach  of  the 
instructions  of  the  7th  of  January,  and  under  false  papers ;  that  in 
analogous  cases  of  blockade,  a  vessel  that  had  violated  the  blockade 
inwards,  was  still  liable  to  capture  on  her  returned  voyage,^  though 
in  a  situation  otherwise  innocent,  namely,  even  though  she  was  com- 
ing  out  in  ballast. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  Adams  argued  in  support 
of  the  alleged  excuse,  under  which  the  vessel  had  gone  into  Alicant, 
that  it  was  corroborated  by  all  the  witnesses  in  the  cause ; 
and  contended, '  that  the  former  voyage  was  to  be  taken  as  [  *  377  J 
terminated ;  and  that  tiierc  was  no  instance  in  which  the 
principle  of  aiiecting  tiie  proceeds  of  a  noxious  voyage  had  been 
applied  to  a  case  like  the  present  Ships  coming  out  in  ballast  had 
indeed  been  condemned  for  a  breach  of  blockade  inwards,  in  cases  of 
blockade,  properly  so  called,  and  of  specific  ports,  but  there  the  actual 
breach  of  the  blockade  continued  to  the  returned  voyage,  except  as 
far  as  a  relaxation  had  been  admitted  in  favor  of  vessels  in  ballast. 
When  that  relaxation  was  withdrawn,  as  forfeited  by  the  fraudulent 
conduct  of  the  vessel  in  going  in,  the  case  fell  back  into  a  state  of 
dclin(|ueney  attaching  on  the  outward  voyage.  The  same  reasoning 
could  not  be  applied  to  this  case.  The  present  voyage  was  perfectly 
innocent,  even  under  the  onler  of  the  7th  of  January.  The  principle 
of  atfecting  proceeds,  for  oirences  imputed  to  the  former  voyage,  was 
a  new  principle,  and  must  be  applied  with  great  disadvantage  to  the 
claimant.  The  alleged  deIin(|uenoy  must  in  all  cases  be  a  remote 
act,  not  falling  within  the  scojw  of  the  evidence  usually  required  to 
be  produced,  res|H*eting  the  transaction  in  which  the  capture  is  made. 


1  So  decided  in  Tlie  WaoksAmkeit,  Slst  July,  1807;  also  iu9tnirtion,  5th  Au^<(t ; 
alM>  in  more  ancient  cases;  The  Jongc  Fredoricus:  lli«  iioud  lIo|ie,  Idth  October, 
17'JU ;  agrccablu  to  tho  dictum  ia  Tho  Frederick,  Molke,  yoL  L  p.  Oti. 
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The  claimant  would  therefore  be  taken  by  surprise,  and  would  be 
necessarily  unprovided  with  evidence,  by  which  he  might  have  it  in 
his  power  to  repel  the  charge  imputed  to  him. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  The  first  point  to  be  considered  in  this  case  is  the 
matter  of  fact  on  which  the  question  of  law  is  raised.  It  is  a  new 
question,  undoubtedly,  but  supported  by  such  considerations, 
[  *  378  ]  that  if  the  facts  *  are  established,  I  shall  feel  no  hesitation  in 
pronouncing  that  they  are  sufficient  to  subject  this  ship  and 
cargo  to  condemnation.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  had  come  out  of 
Rotterdam  under  the  benefit  of  that  indulgence,  or  limitation  of  the 
order  of  the  7th  of  January,  which  directs  that  the  restriction  should 
not  be  applied  to  vessels  going  to  a  neutral  port  To  avoid  the  effect 
of  this  order,  an  ostensible  destination  was  assumed  "to  Smyrna;" 
but,  as  I  collect  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  without  the 
slightest  intention  of  going  to  that  port.  The  ship  went  to  Alicant, 
as  it  is  asserted,  under  distress,  and  there  the  former  cargo  was  dis- 
posed of.  The  mate  and  the  master  have  been  examined,  and  the 
account  which  they  give  of  the  deviation  is,  "  that  they  met  bad 
weather,  which  obliged  them  to  put  into  Alicant,  where  the  master 
sold  the  former  cargo,  and  repaired  the  ship,  and  purchased  another 
cargo."  This  is  the  result  of  the  depositions,  that  it  was  merely  an 
act  of  necessity;  and  if  that  is  proved,  a  clear  necessity  will  be  a 
sufficient  justification  for  every  thing  that  is  done,  fairly  and  with 
good  faith,  under  it. 

An  appeal  has  been  made  to  the  papers,  but  they  appear  to  me  to 
affi)rd  but  very  inadequate  support  to  this  representation.     The  pro- 
test of  the  master  is  made  on  the  19th  of  February,  the  very  day  on 
which  the  bill  of  lading  for  the  present  cargo  was  signed.     Masters 
are  usually  ready  enough,  and  rather  impatient,  to  enter  their  pro- 
tests, and  very  properly,  on  the  first  opportunity.     But  in  this  in- 
stance the  master  seems  not  to  have  thought  of  this  important  act 
till  the  vessel  had  been  in  port  a  considerable  time,  when  the  trans- 
action of  the  former  cargo  was  completed,  and  when  he  was 
[  •  379  ]  preparing  to  sail  on  the  present  voyage.    *  The  proteA  states, 
"  that  on  the  2d  of  February  a  land  gale  came  on,  which  broke 
their  mizen-mast  and  jib-boom,  &c."     This  would  be  a  considerable 
damage,  if  true,  and  might  perhaps  be  such  as  would  justify  the  un- 
livery of  the  cargo ;  though  it  is  not  every  slight  damage  that  will 
justify  a  master  in  unloading,  in  an  interdicted  port,  into  which  he 
may  be  obliged  to  put  for  the  purpose  of  undergoing  slight  repairs,  if 
those  repairs  could  be  effected  without  disturbing  the  state  of  the 
cargo  on  board. 


HIGH    COURT   OF   ADMIRALTY.  380 

The  ChrUtnnsbcri^.    6  C.  Rob. 


The  account  which  is  entered  on  the  log  is  something  different.  It 
18  there  istated,  "  that  the  bowsprit  and  mizzen-mast  broke,"  though 
there  is  nothing  in  the  preceding  entries  respecting  the  weather,  which 
points  in  any  manner  to  such  an  accident.  It  goes  on  through  the 
next  day,  stating  "  that  the  weather  was  overcast ;  that  several  ships 
were  in  sight ;"  and  tlien  again,  ''our  main-sail  went  to  pieces,"  in 
the  same  sort  of  unpremeditated  way,  if  I  may  so  express  it.  The 
next  day  the  weather  continues  as  before,  but  it  is  not  described  in 
such  terms  as  would  induce  us  to  suppose  that  any  apprehensions  of 
danger  were  entertained.  They  met  a  Danish  frigate,  and  saluted 
with  colors ;  but  no  mention  is  made  of  communicating  their  dis- 
tress,  as  would  be  natural,  for  the  purpose  of  asking  assistance  from 
a  man-of-war  of  the  country  to  which  the  vessel  belonged.  There  is 
no  representation  of  any  such  conduct.  The  entries  in  the  log  are 
continued  in  nearly  the  same  strain,  till  we  come  to  something  like 
an  insurrection  of  the  crew,  but  which  is  not  mentioned  in  the  pro- 
test :  '^  Our  men  compelled  me  to  run  into  Alicant,  on  account  of  the 
lo^s  of  the  mizzen-mast  and  bowsprit." 

•  This  representation  is  so  much  at  variance  with  itself,  [  *  380  ) 
that  it  amounts,  in  my  estimation,  almost  to  a  direct  con- 
tradiction. The  weather  is  not  described  to  be  such  as  would  be  likely 
to  raise  an  apprehension  of  danger  to  their  lives,  or  of  injury  to  the 
vessel.  There  were  five  or  six  other  ships  in  sight,  and  yet  there  is 
no  mention  of  any  application  being  made  to  them,  nor  even  to  the 
Danish  frigate  the  next  day,  whose  duty  it  would  certainly  have  been 
to  afford  assistance.  Then  comes  the  last  entry,  as  to  which,  what- 
ever may  be  said  of  other  passages,  I  defy  any  persons  to  look  at 
these  words,  "obliged  the  master  to  run  into  Alicant,"  without  seeing 
that  they  arc  interpolated  and  entered  at  a  different  time.  The 
charges  for  repairs  done  at  the  port  of  Alicant,  amount  at  last,  it 
appears,  only  to  eighty  dollars.  In  answer  to  this  objection,  it  is  said 
that  the  principal  repairs  might  be  deferred,  as  Alicant  might  not 
afford  an  opportunity  of  having  them  done  completely ;  as  if  the 
great  port  of  Alicant  was  not  equal  to  the  repairs  of  a  vessel  of 
ninety-three  tons.  Could  any  allidavit  b<^  sutllcient  to  obtrude  the 
belief  of  this  excuse  on  the  most  credulous  mind? 

However,  the  repairs,  such  as  they  are,  being  finished,  the  vessel 
makes  no  attempt  to  go  to  Smyrna,  but  sets  out  again  on  a  voyage  to 
Copenhagen,  to  the  North  Sea.  Taking  all  these  facts  together,  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that  the  evidence  of  the  log  is 
sufncieiit  to  convince  me  that  the  excuse  set  up  for  running  into  Ali- 
cant is  false.  It  is  said  that  the  log  was  not  produced  by  the  claim- 
ant, and  could  therefore  not  be  fabricated  for  purposes  of  fraud.     But 
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if  it  is  to  be  taken  as  falsified  by  the  prepared  or  interpolated  state 
in  which  it  is  exhibited,  I  think  I  may  assume  that  the  pur- 

[ •  381  ]  poses  •for  which  that  was  done  were  fraudulent 

Then  comes  the  question  of  law,  Whether  the  ship  is  not, 
under  such  circumstances,  liable  to  condemnation  ?     It  is,  as  already 
noticed,  a  new  question,  of  considerable  importance,  and  more  parti- 
cularly if  it  is  viewed  in  the  extent  of  the  consequences  to  which  it 
may  lead,  as  connected  with  the  present  restricted  state  of  commerce. 
I  am  to  consider,  first,  the  situation  in  which  the  ship  was  shut  up  at 
Rotterdam.     She  was,  in  fact,  blockaded  in  the  port  of  Rotterdam, 
and  could  not  come  out  with  a  cargo,  unless  going  to  a  neutral  port 
The  permission  to  go  to  a  neutral  port,  if  accepted,  implies  a  con- 
tract that  that  destination  should  be  bond  fide  pursued.     The  vessel 
avails  herself  of  the  indulgence,  and  comes  out  with  a   professed 
intention  of  acting  conformably  to  the  order.     But  the  fact  turns  out 
afterwards  that  she  deposits  her  cargo  in  a  port  to  which  she  woold 
not  have  been  permitted  to  go  if  the  real  intention  of  the  voyage  had 
been  disclosed.     This  is  unquestionably  an  act  of  perfidy  ;  and  I  ask, 
by  what  means  can  the  order  be  maintained,  or  such  a  conduct  be 
repressed,  unless  by  the  application  of  the  penalty  to  the  subsequent 
voyage  ?     Until  the  vessel  had  actually  entered  the  interdicted  port, 
nothing  agpeared  whether  she  was  in  delicto  or  not.     Cruisers  see 
nothing ;  she  goes  in,  and  then  the  offence  is  consummated,  and  the 
intention  is  for  the  first  time  declared.     It  is  not  till  the  vessel  comes 
out  again  that  any  opportunity  is  afforded  of  vindicating  the  law,  and 
of  enforcing  the  restriction  of  this  order.     It  is  objected,  that  if  the 
penalty  is  applied  to  the  subsequent  voyage,  it  may  travel  on  with 
the  vessel  forever.     In  principle,  perhaps,  it  might  not  un- 

[  *382  ]  justly  *be  pursued  further  than  to  the  immediate  voyage.^ 


1  So  in  an  old  case  recorded  in  the  Reports  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland. 
**  That  the  ship  was  taken  in  her  return,  having  taken  contraband  to  the  enemy  in  that 
voyage,  which  is  founded  upon  evident  reason,  because,  that  whilst  ships  are  going 
towards  the  enemy,  it  is  but  an  intention  of  delinquency  against  the  king,  in  assisting 
his  enemies ;  but  when  they  have  actually  gone  in  and  sold  the  contraband,  it  is  delic- 
tum commissum  ;  and  though  it  might  infer  a  quarrel  against  the  delinquent,  whenever 
he  could  be  found,  yet  the  law  of  nations  hath,  for  the  freedom  of  trade,  abridged  it  to 
the  immediate  return  of  the  same  voyage,  because  quarreb  would  be  multiplied  upon 
pretence  of  any  former  voyage."  * 

Agreeably  to  this  distinction,  in  The  Randers  Bye,t  captured  on  her  course  from 
Cette  to  Randers,  it  appeared  that  the  voyage  immediately  preceding  had  been  from 
Marseilles  to  Cette  in  ballast,  but  that  the  voyage  preceding  that  had  been  from  Ahne- 
ira  to  Marseilles,  with  ostensible  papers  to  Trieste.    It  was  argued,  on  the  authority  of 

♦  Parkman  v,  Allen,  Stair's  Decis.,  vol.  i.  p.  529.  f  23d  February. 
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But  we  all  know  that  in  practice  it  has  not  been  carried  farther  than 
to  the  voyage  succeeding,  which  aflbrds  the  first  opportunity  of 
enforcing  the  law.  I  shall,  therefore,  on  these  grounds,  pronounce 
the  ship  and  cargo  subject  to  condemnation. 

Prayer  for  the  master^s  private  adventure,  which  was  considerable, 
refused. 


•The  IIoffxuxg,  Hardrath,  master.  [•383] 

Mov  1,  1807. 

ATcragc  :i{^in<<t  tho  «Iiip,  on  the  part  of  the  cnpton,  in  right  of  tlic  cargo,  as  demanded,  for 
part  of  the  car^  applied  to  the  repairs  of  the  ship,  not  sustained. 

Tiii.s  was  a  case  of  a  demand  of  average,  on  the  part  of  the  admi- 
ralty, ngainst  a  Swedish  ship  seized  in  the  port  of  Ilfracomb,  on 
account  of  the  cargo,  which  was  seized  and  condemned  as  Prussian 
property,  on  the  breaking  out  of  Pru.-<sian  hostilities.  The  demand 
was  to  recover  against  the  ship,  the  value  of  part  of  the  cargo,  which 
bad  lK?cn  applied  to  the  reparation  of  the  vessel  in  the  port  of  Ilfra- 
comb, before  the  seizure.  The  ship  had  been  nrstored,  on  bail  given 
to  answer  the  adjudication  on  this  reserved  question. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  a  claim  of  average  against  the  ship,  on 
the  part  of  the  captors  of  the  cargo,  which  has  been  condemned  as 
Prussian  property.  The  vessel  had  been  brought  to  Ilfracomb,  and 
was  there  detained;  but  before  the  seizure,  some  part  of  the  goods 
had  been  sold  by  the  ma.iter  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  of 
the  ship,  and  that  account  was  clo.^cd  before  the  seizure.  The  moni- 
tion was  first  taken  out  against  the  ship  and  the  goods  seized,  and 
properly,  because  it  could  not  be  against  the  cargo  generally.     The 


The  Chriiitinn!il»cr^,  that  the  ofTect  of  the  fonner  fraudulent  desitination  wouhl  render 
tho  TOAft'l  liaMc  on  thi^  suW<|uent  voy.i<^.*,  more  imrtifularly  as  the  voyages  pretended 
to  have  iHjen  interptHt'd  Wt-u*  but  of  verv  short  extent,  and  only  a  mere  i»a9aa;;e  from 
one  port  of  the  same  coast  to  another,  for  the  piirpoete  of  takin;;  the  eanrt>  on  liuard. 
On  the  other  si<le,  it  wa.^  eonteinlod  that  the  ein*uia«tance  of  an  intermediate  voyage, 
thoii;;!!  in  lialla.st,  raisi'il  a  ^rriiund  of  material  distinction,  ina.<*niuoh  as  it  had  aflonled 
ftn  opjiort unity  of  vindicating  the  law  hy  rapture  on  that  voyag«! ;  that  the  court  had 
not  extended  the  [Hrnalty  tlirthcr  tlian  to  tliu  next  j^ub^etjuent  voyage,  and  wouhl  not 
be  dUfiosed  to  extend  it  So  decreed. 
Ucftitution. 
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law  of  war  operates  by  force,  and  cannot  be  extended  beyond  that 
which  is  the  object  of  practical  seizure,  as  a  tangible  object,  which 
those  parts  of  the  cargo  which  had  been  sold  clearly  were  not  If  the 
term  cargo  was  introduced  afterwards,  in  the  subsequent  stages  of 

the  proceedings,  it  is  to  be  interpreted  in  the  same  sense  of 
[  *  384  ]  the  cargo  actually  on  board,  and  cannot  *  be  taken  more 

generally,  as  embracing  the  whole  cargo,  or  as  meaning  to 
enlarge  the  object  of  the  proceedings,  beyond  what  was  on  board  at 
the  time  of  seizure. 

When  the  condemnation  passed,  it  was  not  improperly  suggested 
in  argument  that  there  might  be  a  demand  of  average  or  contriba- 
tion  against  the  ship,  and  that  question  was  reserved.  The  registrar 
and  merchants  have  reported  what  would  be  the  sum  due,  if,  on  the 
point  of  law,  any  thing  should  be  held  to  be  due ;  and  that  is  the 
question  which  the  court  has  now  to  determine. 

It  is  a  case,  as  far  as  my  experience  goes,  primm  impressianis.  I 
do  not  recollect  any  instance  of  a  demand  of  this  nature,  and  in  this 
I  am  confirmed  by  the  recollection  of  the  registrar.  Cases  of  average 
on  the  part  of  the  ship  against  the  cargo  are  not  unfrequent,  but  a 
demand  of  the  cargo  against  the  ship  is  perfectly  novel  in  this  court. 
The  distinction  is  obvious.  The  right  of  war  is  a  right  in  re,  and  the 
Court  of  Prize  accordingly  attends  only  to  the  res  ipsa,  and  the  otiera 
attaching  on  the  property  in  right  of  possession.  The  ship  has  the 
possession  of  the  cargo,  which  the  master  is  not  bound  to  deliver,  till 
he  has  been  satisfied  for  his  demand  of  average,  if  he  has  such,  in  the 
same  manner  as  for  his  demand  of  freight.  He  has  the  res  ipsa  in 
his  possession,  and  may  legally  detain  it. 

The  captor  succeeds  to  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  when 
that  is  condemned,  and  may  detain  the  cargo  also,  in  virtue  of  these 
rights,  when  they  exist.     But  with  respect  to  the  cargo,  it  is  very 

different.     That  has  not,  in  any  manner,  a  right  of  possession 
[  •  385  ]  *  against  the  ship  ;  it  may  have  the  jus  in  rem,  possibly,  but 

it  has  not  the  jus  in  re,  and  consequently  no  right  of  deten- 
tion existing  at  the  time  of  seizure.  If  there  is  any  demand  on  that 
side,  it  must  be  enforced  by  a  new  process ;  there  can  be  no  deten- 
tion, and  consequently  no  right  of  detention.  The  demand  must  be 
of  that  description  of  interests  only  which  are  collateral  and  extrinsic, 
and  which  are  to  be  enforced  on  principles  of  law  of  another  species, 
and  by  a  new  process.  They  are  not  tangible  objects,  to  which  the 
hand  of  war  can  be  applied,  and  therefore  the  Prize  Court  will  not 
take  notice  of  them.  Indeed,  how  could  the  claim  of  the  cargo 
against  the  ship  be  enforced  in  this  court  ?  If  the  ship  goes  into  the 
country  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  it  may  be  reached  by  process  of 
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anothrr  kind,  but  only  in  virtue  of  an  implied  contract  in  law.  That 
is  the  state  of  this  demand ;  it  is  one  that  could  be  enforced  only  in 
the  country  to  which  the  parties  belong. 

It  has  been  said  in  argument,  that  the  captor  succeeds  to  all  the 
rights  attending  the  property,  and  that  he  is  subject  to  all  the  obliga- 
tions belonging  to  the  property  seized.  But  this  is  not  an  accurate 
description.  It  is  not,  I  conceive,  a  complete  representation  of  ail 
the  interests  and  obligations  of  the  proprietors  that  is  devolved  by  act 
of  seizure  on  the  captor.  The  right  of  capture  attaches,  according  to 
the  state  in  which  the  property  is  found;  but  if  a  former  freight  is 
due  to  the  ship,  the  captor  could  not  exact  it,  since  he  has  not  earned 
it  The  owner  of  the  ship  has  parted  with  his  lien,  and  must  look  to 
bis  remedy  of  another  species.  Neither  does  the  captor  become  sub- 
ject to  the  obligations  to  whicli  the  own<T  is  liable.  Ante- 
cedent collateral  contracts,  as  bottomry,  may  'exist,  that  [•390] 
will  not  allect  him ;  he  becomes  posser^sed  of  the  res  ipsa 
but  without  being  made  liable  to  the  personal  contracts,  in  which  the 
proprietor  is  engaged.  Therefore,  unless  it  can  be  shown,  that  the 
hand  of  capture  was  employed  on  these  goods  in  quality  of  cargo,* 
the  court  cannot  go  back  to  allret  them  in  any  other  character.  This 
cannot  be  maintained.  TIk;  ship  had  bren  totally  restored,  and  |)art 
of  the  cargo  had  been  ronverlrd  liefore  si'izurc  What  has  beei>me 
of  it  the  court  will  not  inipiire,  nor  look  back  to  rights  of  this  extrin- 
sic nature. 


*  Thia  ]irinci|ilf  vas  cxfinplilu'ii  in  ilu*  i-a-r  <if  Tin*  ('li:ir!ii!ti'  •  an  Aincrii-aii  xi'^si-l, 
which  h.iil  kiIIimI  tnim  Auifrii'a,  with  a  ('ar::ii  (if  pit<'h  ami  tar.  (o  tin*  (*a]M>  <it*  (nMjil 
Hope,  iiiKler  a  falst*  ilrMiiiatloii  to  Madra;*  aii<l  a  market  in  I  ml  la.  Tin-  vo-^cl  h;ti!  ar- 
riTvd  at  the  Ca,\w  a  >hort  tinif  prior  to  the  raptiin*  ot*  tliat  sirttU-nu'iit  }*y  the  Kii;:!i>h 
forces.  Tlu*  ('liicf  ]iart  of  tlio  ('ar;;ii  ha<l  Ixtii  MtM  to  tin-  i>iiti-li  ptvennncnt.  Tlic 
procceil!!  had  Ih-th  «l>'po«it4*iI,  1>y  tlu*  nia>ti'r.  in  tin'  li:in<1s  ot'a  nirn-liant  at  tin*  ('a|K>,  as 
luf  a;!t*nt  then'*  And  <mu*  hnmlrri!  \i\']i^  ot*  ItiitdT.  ami  rij!it\  Imim-s  i)f  xKip.  luid  In-i-m 
poix'ham'd  and  shippfcl  liy  the  nia-^ter,  on  the  joint  a>'i'onnt  nt'hiinM-lfand  tlif  riHdwnvr 
in  Anierira.  On  tho  Mirn-nilrr  ol'  tin*  Capr,  th«'  vrs^i'l  aii'I  the  mMHl-*  on  lnonl  nrre 
•eizrd.  And  A  Imnd  wait  taken  ot'  the  airrnt  to  al'id'*  aiijiidifation  on  the  value  ot'  tho 
prO(*C4*d!i  of  the  rar;»o  »ii»!il  to  the  Dnti-h  j?>vernnient.  Thi-re  hi'iw*  mi  Vire-Aihninilty 
Court  at  that  time  at  tlie  Cape,  tlje  i-a-e  ^\as  lin)iii«lit  lirlori'  the  Iliu'h  '.'inirt  t»l'  Atinii- 
imltr,  whi-n  the  ronrt  i-nndenineil  the  «lilp.  an^I  the  'uh,>U  «i:i  Ni^inl  iH-hmijIn;:  tn  tho 
ovnon*.  i\»  Implicatt'il  in  the  ai-t  of  i-arrvin;»  eontraluml  to  a  -rtiliinent  i»t*  tin*  i  !i'  my 
with  false  papiT-i,  whirh  wonhl  alfo't  e\on  the  ritiirm*d  voy.i.-.vf  Iiiit  the  enurt  \r\i\ 
tbc  pn>ecetN  of  that  part  of  the  •■arj^o,  whii'li  had  l-een  ihlivrn'-l.  and  hail  nut  U-m 
•ubjtH't  to  soiziiro,  ti»  bo  not  amen  able  to  the  jiiriMlietion  of  the  «ourt.  Ami  iliMni*?od 
that  part  of  tho  cash.*. 

•  March  23,  180S.  t  Ho^alicand  Bctiy,  tuynt,  vol.  iv. 
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If  the  whole  cargo  had  been  applied  to  the  repairs  ot  a 
[  •  387  ]  ship  in  a  foreign  port  and  incorporated  with  it,  and  •the  ves- 
sel had  afterwards  become  prize,  the  captors  might  have  had 
the  benefit  of  that  conversion,  yet  they  would  not  have  been  subject 
to  any  demand  on  that  account ;  still  less  could  they  in  that  case  say, 
you  must  find  me  a  cargo,  when  in  fact  they  had  received  it  in  tibe 
amelioration  of  the  ship.  So  in  this  case  they  are  not  entitled  to  it- 
mand  the  proceeds  of  a  cargo  applied  in  the  repairs  of  the  ship,  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  debt,  if  it  is  to  be  so  called,  due  fiom 
the  vessel  to  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  is  amongst  those  oneroy  of  whieh 
the  Prize  Court  does  not  take  notice,  and  that  the  claimant  of  tint 
ship  is  entitled  to  his  dismissal. 


The  Lisette,  Steg,  master. 

December  5,  1806,  and  Julj  2,  1807. 

Blockade.     Fenoltj  discharged  bj  the  raising  of  tho  blockade  between  the  time  of  snE^l 

and  the  capture. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  vessel  which  had  sailed  from  the  Elbe  to 
Tonningen  under  a  charter-party,  to  take  on  board  a  cargo  of  goods 
from  Malaga,  which  were  to  be  sent  from  the  Elbe  in  lighters.  The 
goods  were  accordingly  so  shipped,  and  sailed  on  the  6th  of  Septem- 
ber, and  were  captured  on  the  26th,  after  the  blockade  of  the  Elbe 
had  been  notified  to  be  withdrawn,  on  the  25th  September,  1806. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  Robinson  contended— 
That  the  corpus  delicti  no  longer  existed  at  the  time  of  capture  jtiat 
the  law  being  at  that  time  altered  or  annulled,  the  penalty  could  not 
attach  ;  that  on  a  similar  principle  the  court  had  held  a  sailing  on  a 
design  to  trade  with  the  colony  of  the  enemy,  to  be  discharged  fioo 
the  penalty,  by  the  change  of  the  character  of  the  colony  prior  to  tk 
seizure.^     In  the  same  manner  the  sudden  cessation  of  hot* 
388  ]  tilities  *  would  extinguish  the  right  of  seizing  vessels  abso* 
lutely  the  property  of  the  enemy.     By  parity  of  reasoniflj 
atral  vessels  implicated,  by  the  act  of  sailing  in  a  violation  of  ^ 


1  Abby,  suprOy  vol.  v.  p.  254. 
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laws  of  war,  mast  also  be  exonerated  from  the  penalty  of  the  law  by 
the  cessation  of  hostilities,  or  which  was  the  same  thing,  by  the  ceas- 
ing of  the  oflence,  or  of  the  law  by  which  the  offence  was  created. 
Whatever  the  intention  of  the  parties  might  have  been,  if  the  state 
of  affairs,  existing  at  the  time  of  capture,  was  so  changed  as  not  to 
snpport  the  corpus  delicti,  the  penalty  woald  not  attach. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence 
ooutended —  That  the  offence  was  completed  by  the  act  of  sailing,  and 
it  had  been  determined,  that  the  breach  of  blockade  incurred  by  sail- 
ing was  not  discharged  till  the  termination  of  the  voyage.  In  this 
particular  instance  the  terms  of  the  blockade  ^  were  such,  as  looked  as 
much  to  the  destination  of  the  vessel  to  the  enemy's  port,  as  to  the 
immediate  act  of  sailing  from  the  Elbe.  That  the  effect  of  such  a 
destination  to  Spain,  which  was  intended  to  be  prevented,  was  still  in 

oration  at  the  time  of  capture,  and  it  could  not  therefore  be  con- 
tended that  the  withdrawing  of  the  blockade  of  the  Elbe,  after  sail- 
ing, could  amount  to  a  discharge  of  the  penalties  attaching  on  the 
prohibited  voyage,  which  was  still  existing,  as  a  prohibited  voyage,  in 
itB  latter  term,  at  the  time  of  capture. 

In  reply,  it  was  contended —  That  the  place  of  destination  was  in- 
[ttoduced  only  as  a  restriction,  or  limitation,  on  an  exception 

!h  had  been  allowed  to  voyages  •  to  neutral  ports.    That  [  *  389  ] 
offence  of  breaking  the  blockade  could  not  be  tried  by 
other  considerations  than  those  applying  to  the  exit  from  the 
ided  port     To  extend  it  to  the  remote  consequences  of  an  ulti- 
destination,  would  be  to  give  some  ground  to  the  cavils  of  the 
ly,  who  attempt  to  confound  the  doctrine  of  blockade   with 
il  interdicts  of  entire  coasts  and  countries  by  proclamation,  and 
lot  the  application  of  actual  force,  on  which  the  system  of  block- 
maintained  by  this  country,  has  in  reality  been  founded.     That 
fthis  was  the  correct  view  of  the  offence,  as  confined  to  the  exit  from 
blockaded  port  alone,  it  would  be  impossible  to  distinguish  it  from 
other  cases  above  alluded  to,  in  which  the  existence  of  the  corpus 
at  the  time  of  seizure,  was  held  to  be  necessary  to  justify  the 
Jication  of  the  penalty. 

On  the  19th  December  the  court  directed  this  vessel  to  be  restored. 


1  Older,  16  Maj,  1806. 
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On  the  2d  July,  1807,  the  case  was  brought  before  the  court  again, 
in  respect  to  the  cargo,  when  the  King's  Advocate  and  Laurence  con- 
tended —  That  the  question  of  blockade  was  still  open  as  to  the 
cargo ;  that  the  ship  had  been  restored  on  considerations  }>eculiar  to 
that  part  of  the  case,  as  having  not  carried  out  any  goods  from  the 
blockaded  port;  that  the  cargo  had  been  water-borne  out  of  the 
blockaded  port,  and  had,  therefore,  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the 
blockade ;  that  the  delinquency  of  breaking  a  blockade  bad  frequently 
been  declared  to  continue  till  the  termination  of  the  voyage  ;  that  in 
sailing  towards  a  blockaded  port,  where  the  offence  rested  in 
[  *  390  ]  *  intention  only,  it  might,  perhaps,  be  absolved  by  the  raia- 
ing  of  the  blockade,  during  the  voyage,  because  the  offence 
bad  never  been  carried  into  effect     But  that,  in  the  present  case,  the 
whole  offence  had  been  completed,  and  must  be  held  still  to  exist  as 
a  ground  of  condemnation  till  the  termination  of  the  voyage. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  Robinson  contended  — 
That  the  question  of  blockade  had  been  fully  agitated  on  the  for- 
mer hearing,  and  that  the  restitution  of  the  ship  had  passed  on  that 
question  only  ;  that  the  distinction  between  the  intention  on  the  in- 
ward voyage,  and  the  offence  of  having  actually  sailed  out,  would  not 
avail,  because  it  had  been  frequently  determined,  that  the  act  of  sail- 
ing for  a  blockaded  port,  was  something  more  than  mere  intention. 
It  was  considered  as  an  overt  act,  by  which  the  delinquency  was 
fully  incurred.  There  was,  therefore,  no  ground  for  any  distinction 
between  cases  of  sailing  towards,  or  from,  a  blockaded  port,  with 
respect  to  which  the  blockade  itself  had  been  relaxed.  The  return  of 
peace  before  capture,  would  enure  to  the  protection  of  all  vessels  that 
had  actually  sailed  in  a  state  amenable  to  the  right  of  war.  The 
right  of  war  would  be  extinguished  against  them,  though  the  ship  or 
cargo  had  been  liable  at  the  time  of  sailing,  as  the  property  of  the 
enemy,   or   on   account   of  the   contraband    nature   of  the  trade.^ 


1  A  question  of  this  kind  has  since  *  occurred,  and  received  the  dcciaion  of  the 
court,  in  the  case  of  The  Trende  Sostrc,  Missen,  a  Danish  vessel  claimed  for  the  Koyal 
Danish  College  of  Commerce,  captured  May  14,  1806,  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope, 
where  the  vessel  had  touched,  on  an  ulterior  destination  to  Tranquebar,  with  a  cai^go 
of  cordage,  and  tar,  gin,  iron,  and  wine,  and  with  despatches  on  board  from  Mr. 
Schimmelpcnninck,  the  minister  of  state  in  Holland,  for  Governor  Jansen,  at  the 
Cape  of  Good  Hope.  The  vessel  arrived  at  the  Cape,  after  that  settlement  had  su^ 
rendered  to  the  British  forces,  and  was  there  seized  as  prize.  On  the  part  of  the  cap- 
tor, the  King's  Advocate,  and  Arnold  contended,  that  a  vessel  was  not  at  liberty  to  p> 

*  August  6, 1807. 
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•  That  the  penalty  could  not,  in  this  instance,  continue  longer  [  *  391  ] 
than  in   other  analogous  cases  where  the   right  of  war 


to  an  enemy's  port,  having  articles  of  contraband  on  board,  nndcr  an  asserted  intention 
of  proceeding  on  an  ulterior  destination.  That  tliough  the  settlement  had  become 
British,  the  penalty  would  not  be  defeated,  as  the  intention  and  the  act  continued  the 
same ;  that  there  was  no  case  in  which  such  a  distinction  had  been  allowed  on  tho 
question  of  contraband.  The  distinction,  which  had  been  admitted  in  blockade  cases, 
stood  altogether  on  particular  ground*,  as  arising  out  of  a  class  of  cases  depending  on 
tho  blockade  of  neutral  portn,  in  which  the  court  had  expressed  a  disposition  to  admit 
all  favorable  distinctions.  This,  on  the  contrary,  was  an  offence  of  a  noxious  nature, 
and  not  entitled  to  any  indulgence.  On  the  other  side  Laurence  and  Stoddart  adverted 
to  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  tending  to  exculpate  the  Danish  College  of  Commerce  from 
any  intention  of  delivering  the  naval  stores  at  the  Cape,  or  from  being  privy  to  the 
convoy^mrc  of  the  Dutch  despatches,  and  contended,  that,  on  tho  interpretation  to  bo 
put  u(K)n  their  ads  it  might  be  a  question,  whether  a  great  commercial  company,  trad- 
ing under  tho  authority  of  its  own  government,  and  sending  out  stores  for  the  Danish 
setth'monts  in  the  east,  coulil  justly  1)0  restrained,  on  tho  same  terms  as  individuals, 
from  tourhing  at  an  enemy *h  port  for  provisions,  notwithstanding  there  might  be  on 
boanl  articles  that  could  not  l)c  carried  to  that  port  ft)r  sale.  That  the  declarations 
of  a  public  company,  as  tu  Its  intentions,  were  more  entitled  to  credit  and  resjHict  than 
the  declarations  of  individuals ;  that,  with  respect  to  any  furciblc  application  uf  i*uch 
articles  t()  the  u<c  of  the  rnomy  that  might  l>e  ajtpn'hcndeil,  there  was  also  less  danger 
that  such  a  constraint  would  be  put  upon  them,  when  g«>ing  in  that  manner  under  the 
special  protection  of  the  state.  That  this  question  was  ren<lercd  unnecessary',  however, 
by  the  date  of  the  capture,  which  did  not  take  pbce  till  the  14th  May,  1806,  when  tho 
Cape  was  in  British  [XMsession.  That  the  oflcnce  of  carrying  such  articles  to  an 
enemy's  (K>rt  was  no  longer  in  existence.  The  dt  lictutn  was  done  away,  as  the  court 
had  held  in  analogous  casi's.*  Tliat  the  judgment  of  the  court,  in  the  blockade  cases, 
was  strictly  in  point,  and  did  not  stand  on  s]H*cial  grounds  of  lenity  and  forbearance, 
but  on  the  just  application  of  a  general  rule  of  law. 

On  the  topics  here  stated,  the  Coi:rt  observed,  "  If  the  port  had  continued  Dutch, 
a  person  could  not,  I  think,  have  been  at  liberty  to  carry  thither  articles  of  a  contra- 
band nature,  under  an  intention  of  selling  other  innocent  commodities  only,  and  of 
proceeding  witli  the  contraband  articles  to  a  port  of  ulterior  destination.  But  before 
the  ship  arrives,  a  circumstance  takes  place  which  completely  discharges  the  whole 
guilt  Because,  from  the  moment  when  the  Cape  became  a  British  possession,  the 
goods  lost  their  nature  of  contraband.  They  were  going  into  the  possession  of  a  British 
settlement :  and  the  consi^uenco  of  any  preemption  that  could  be  put  upon  them, 
woukl  l»e  British  preemption.  It  has  been  said  that  this  is  a  principle  which  the  court 
kas  not  applied  to  cases  of  contraband ;  and  that  the  court,  in  applying  it  to  ca^es  of 
blockade,  did  it  only  in  consideration  of  the  particular  hanl ships  conse<pient  on  that 
class  of  caws.  But  I  am  not  aware  of  any  material  distinction ;  because  tho  principle 
oo  which  the  court  proceeded  was,  that  there  must  lie  a  dtlirtum  existing  at  the  moment 
of  seizure  to  su>Liin  the  p<»nalty.  It  is  said  that  the  ofli>nce  was  consummated  by  the 
act  of  sailing,  and  so  it  might  lie  with  res[>ect  to  the  design  of  the  party,  and  if  the 
seizure  had  been  made  whilst  tho  offence  continued,  the  property  would  have  been 
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[  •  392  ]  •  violated  had  itself  ceased  to  exist  before  the  time  of  cap- 
ture. 

[•393]  •Judgment. 

Sir  W,  Scott.  This  ship  was  taken  on  a  voyage  from 
Tonningen  to  Malaga,  but  a  voyage  accompanied  with  this  fact  that 
she  had  gone  from  Hamburg  to  Tonningen,  under  a  charter-party 
formed  at  Hamburg  for  this  ulterior  voyage,  and  had  there  taken  on 
board  the  cargo,  which  was  brought  from  Hamburg  in  lighters.  The 
court  has  already  restored  the  ship.  But  it  is  said  that  this  passed 
on  grounds  which  will  not  apply  to  the  cargo ;  that  the  ship  had  gone 
from  Hamburg  in  ballast,  but  that  the  goods  are  to  be  considered  as 
taken  in  one  uninterrupted  voyage,  commencing  in  an  actual  breach  of 
the  blockade,  and  continuing  as  the  same  identical  shipment,  on  the 
original  destination,  from  the;  blockaded  port  to  Spain.  * 

It  is  impossible  not  to  feel,  with  some  concern,  for  the  restraints 
which  the  necessities  of  war,  as  arising  out  of  the  political  state  of 
the  world,  have  compelled  this  country  to  impose  on  neutral  trade,  in 
the  system  of  blockade,  as  it  is  now  applied  to  a  great  part  of  the 
coast  of  Europe,  to  the  ports  of  friendly  states,  whose  merchants  are 
continually  making  applications,  that  are  favorably  attended  to  by 
the  government  of  this  country.  It  is  extremely  desirable  that  ques- 
tions of  this  nature  should  find  their  way  to  the  ultimate 

[  •  394  ]  *  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal ;  and  that  the  principles 
which  this  court  has  thought  itself  warranted,  under  occa- 
sions of  peculiar  difficulty,  to  lay  down,  may  be  corrected  or  atfirraed. 


subject  to  condemnation.  But  when  the  character  of  the  goods  is  altered,  and  they 
are  no  longer  to  be  considered  as  contraband,  going  to  the  port  of  an  enemy,  it  is  not 
enough  to  say  that  they  were  going  under  an  illegal  intention.  There  may  be  the 
mens  rea,  not  accompanied  by  the  act  of  going  to  an  enemy's  port  I  am  of  opinion 
therefore,  that  the  same  rule  does  apply  to  cases  of  contraband,  and  upon  the  same 
principle  on  which  it  has  been  applied  in  those  of  blockade ;  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
cases  in  which  the  penalty  of  contraband  has  been  inflicted  on  goods  not  in  delicto^  ex- 
cept in  the  recent  class  of  cases  respecting  the  proceeds  of  contraband  carried  outward 
with  false  papers.  But  on  what  principle  have  those  decisions  been  founded  *?  On 
this,  that  the  right  of  capture  having  been  defrauded  in  the  original  voyage,  the  oppo^ 
tunity  should  be  extended  to  the  returned  voyage.  Here  the  opportunity  has  been 
afforded  till  the  character  of  the  port  of  destination  became  British.  Till  that  time  the 
liability  attached ;  afler  that,  though  the  intention  is  consummated,  there  is  a  material 
defelit  in  the  body  and  substance  of  tiie  offence,  in  the  fact,  though  not  in  the  intent 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  discharge,  and  a  complete  acquittal,  that  long  before  the 
time  of  seizure  these  goods  had  lost  their  noxious  character  of  going  as  contraband  ^ 
an  enemy's  port" 


J 
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In  blockades  of  this  description,  which  are  applied  to  the  ports  of 
neutral  and  amicable  states,  I  feel  it  to  be  my  duty  to  press  them  as 
lightly  as  possible ;  yet  I  have  been  compelled  in  principle  to  hold, 
that  when  goods  are  brought  down  from  the  blockaded  port  to  a 
neighboring  port,  on  purpose  to  be  shipped  for  the  enemy's  country,  an 
adventure  so  conducted  is  nevertheless  a  breach  of  the  blockade ;  how 
far  that  principle  will  be  affirmed  by  the  Superior  Court  I  cannot  say. 
This  ship,  however,  has  been  restored,  on  grounds  that  have  been 
stated  in  argument.     The  distinction  which  is  now  taken  between 
the  case  of  the  ship,  and  the  cargo,  cannot,  I  think,  be  sustained.     In 
the  former  case  of  The  Charlotte  Sophia,^  both  the  ship  and  the  cargo 
were  condemned ;  and  this  ship  had  been  engaged  in  precisely  the 
same  course  of  trade.     The  master  had  taken  on  board  the  cargo, 
knowing  it  to  have  come  from  Plamburg,  in  breach  of  the  blockade, 
and  under  an  engagement  to  carry  it  on  to  the  ultimate  port  of  illegal 
destination.     One  visible  distinction  of  fact  between  the  two  cases  is 
immaterial,  namely,  that  this  vessel  bad  gone  from  Hamburg  in  bal- 
last, whilst  in  the  former  case,  the  ship  had  a  few  articles  on  board, 
though  the  bulk  of  the  cargo  was  in  that  case  also  taken  in  at  Ton- 
ningcn.     There  is  no  doubt,  then,  that  this  vessel  must  have  been 
condemned  upon  the  authority  of  that  case,  unless  one  other  material 
distinction  of  fact  had  existed,  leading  to  a  rule  of  law  to  which  the 
court  is  strongly  disposed  to  adhere.     It  is  this,  that  this  ves- 
sel was  not  *  captured  till  the  blockade  had  ceased.     It  is  [  *  395  ] 
said  that  the  offence  was  consummated  by  the  act  of  sailing ; 
so  it  is  in  a  certain  sense.     But  the  ship  was  not  taken  in  delicto^  and  I 
have  not  had  any  case  pointed  out  to  me,  in  which  the  court  has  pro- 
nounced an  unfavorable  judgment  on  a  ship  seized  for  the  breach  of 
a  bygone  blockade.     I  know  of  no  such  case ;  and  certainly  the  same 
reason  for  rigor  does  not  exist ;  because  the  blockade  being  gone,  the 
necessity  of  applying  tlie   penalty  to   prevent  future  transgression 
cannot  continue.     That  was  the  ground  on  which  my  opinion  was 
formed,  in  restoring  the  ship,  though  I  did  not  then  express  my  rea- 
sons for  that  judgment,  in  a  case  that  came  on  at  the  conclusion  of  a 
very  long  and  laborious  sitting.     It  is  true,  as  has  been  observed,  that 
the  oiTence  incurred  by  a  breach  of  blockade  generally  remains  during 
the  voyage.     But  that  must  be  understood  as  subject  to  the  condition 
that  the  blockade  itself  continues.     When  the  blockade  is  raised,  a 
veil  is  thrown  over  every  thing  that  has  been  done,  and  the  vessel  is 
no  longer  taken  in  delicto.     The  delictum  may  have  been  completed 


1  Supra^  p.  S04,  nole. 
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at  one  period,  but  it  is  by  subsequent  events  entirely  done  away.    Od 
these  considerations  I  pronounce  that  this  cargo  is  not  subject  to  con- 
demnation on  the  ground  of  the  blockade. 
Further  proof  ordered  of  the  property. 


[  •  396  ]  *  The  Minerva,  Knuttell,  master. 

Angnst  12,  1807. 

Purchase  of  a  ship  of  war  from  enemy,  whilst  lying  in  a  ncatral  port,  to  which  it  had  fled  for 

refuge,  &c,  inyalid. 

This  was  a  case  of  a  vessel  under  Kniphausen  colors,  and  claimed 
for  Count  Bentinck,  Lord  of  Kniphausen,  as  a  ship  lately  purchased 
by  him  in  April,  1807,  in  the  port  of  Bergen,  and  coming,  as  it  was 
asserted,  according  to  his  directions,  to  the  river  Jade,  the  port  of 
Kniphausen.  It  appeared,  that  at  the  time  of  the  capture  the  xessd 
was  sailing  towards  the  Texel,  and  about  ten  or  twelve  miles  from 
the  coast  of  Holland ;  that  she  had  been  a  Dutch  ship  of  war,  belong- 
ing to  the  Dutch  East  India  Company,  that  had  been  chased  into 
North  Bergen,  after  an  action  with  a  'British  frigate,  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  war,  and  had  been  lying  in  that  port  ever  since. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurenct 
adverted  to  the  circumstances  in  which  the  ship  was  found,  sailing 
directly  for  the  Texel,  and  under  the  management  of  a  native  Dutch- 
man, who  had  been  sent  from  Holland  to  take  possession  of  the  vessel, 
and  contended  that  it  was  scarcely  credible  that  a  neutral  person, 
having  a  real  interest  to  support,  would  expose  the  management  of  a 
ship,  acquired  under  such  particular  circumstances,  to  the  further  sus- 
picion that  must  arise  from  the  character  of  the  master  put  on  board, 
and  the  course  which  the  vessel  was  pursuing  at  the  time  of  capture. 
Doubts  of  that  nature,  however,  might  safely  be  waived,  out  of 
respect  for  the  distinguished  person  in  whose  name  the  claim  was 
given,  since  it  would  be  sufficient  to  contend,  that  he  had  been  drawn, 
inadvertently,  no  doubt,  into  a  purchase  which  could  not  be  sustained 

in  the  Prize  Court  of  this  country.  It  was  the  purchase  of 
[  *  397  ]  an  enemy's  vessel  of  war,  lying  imprisoned  in  a  •  neutral 

port,  from  whence  she  was  unable  to  escape.  A  vessel  under 
these  circumstances  was  not  an  object  fairly  within  the  range  of  com- 
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mercial  speculation ;  and  if  any  particular  argument  was  required  to 
show  the  noxious  consequences  that  might  be  likely  to  result  from 
such  a  practice,  it  was  abundantly  supplied  from  the  course  of  this 
transaction,  which  sliowed  evidently  where  such  a  liberty  might  be 
expected  to  end.  The  vessel  was  actually  proceeding  to  the  port  of 
her  own  country,  where,  with  the  addition  of  a  few  guns,  which  also 
might  have  been  brought  from  Bergen  by  separate  opportunities,  she 
might  be  restored  again  to  her  station  in  the  Dutch  marine  as  an 
eighteen-gun  frigate,  ready  for  war.  In  opposition  to  these  facts,  it 
was  not  competent  to  aver  the  purity  and  innocence  of  Count  Ben- 
tinck's  intention.  They  are  not  impeachable.  The  vessel  so  acquired 
had  been  intrusted  to  the  management  of  a  Dutch  master,  and  it 
rested  with  him  rather  than  with  the  owner,  to  determine  in  what 
manner  she  would  be  employed.  The  conduct  of  the  master  had 
decided  the  question,  because  it  appeared  clearly  that  he  was  going, 
at  the  time  of  capture,  into  the  port  of  PloUand. 

In  support  of  the  claim  Arnold  vrnd  Robinson  contended  —  That  it  was 
a  transaction  which  could  not  be  shown  to  fall  under  any  principle  that 
had  yet  led  to  condemnation  in  tliis  court,  or  the  Court  of  Appeal.  The 
claim  had  received  the  sanction  of  Count  Bentinck,  in  person,  who  was 
at  the  present  time  in  this  country;  and  the  account  which  had  been 
furnished  of  the  history  of  this  transaction,  would  suiFicicntly  obviate 
the  alarm  and  apprehension  of  danger  that  was  expressed  with  regard 
to  the  consequences  of  such  a  practice.  The  court,  therefore, 
would  not  preclude  •  Count  Bentinck  from  the  opportunity  [  •  398  ] 
of  explaining  the  circumstance  of  this  transaction. 

The  facts  alluded  to,  which  were  allowed  to  be  stated,  though  not 
admitted  formally  in  the  way  of  farther  proof,  were  that  the  vessel 
had  been  long  ago  disposed  of,  at  the  breaking  up  of  the  Dutch  East 
India  Company,  to  individuals,  on  whose  account  she  had  since  con- 
tinued in  the  port  of  Bergen.  It  was  from  these  persons,  and  not 
from  the  government  of  Holland,  or  from  any  public  company,  that 
the  purchase  was  made.  The  object  of  that  purchase  was  stated  to 
be  for  the  purpose  of  employing  the  vessel  in  the  West  India  trade 
to  St.  Thomas ;  and  as  it  was  known,  from  other  cases,  that  Count 
Bentinck  had  applied  himself  to  the  encouragement  of  the  navigation 
of  the  port  of  Kniphausen,  and  had,  as  an  example  to  his  subjects, 
embarked  himself  in  commercial  adventures  to  a  considerable  extent ; 
that  as  to  the  proximity  of  the  vessel,  at  the  time  of  capture,  to  the  Dutch 
coast,  that  had  happened  only  from  the  inexperience  of  the  master, 
who  was  an  old  man,  unused  to  the  navigation  of  a  vessel  of  this 
bailt,  and  who  had,  on  that  account, overshot  bis  reckoning;  tliat  the 
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master  was  in  reality  employed  only  to  bring  the  vessel  from  Bergen 
to  Kniphausen,  where  another  person  had  been  appointed  to  navigate 
her  in  the  West  India  trade. 

It  was  prayed  that  the  court  would  permit  these  facts  to  be  rega- 
larly  substantiated. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.     This  question  arises  on  the  purchase  of  a  vcasd 
which  is  asserted  to  have  been  made  by  a  highly  distinguished  person, 
described  to  be  the  Prince  of  Kniphausen.     The  circumstances  of  the 
transaction  are  these :  It  is  stated  by  all  the  witnesses  that 
[  *  399  ]  *  the  ship  had  been  a  vessel  of  war,  belonging  to  the  govern- 
ment of  Holland,  or  to  that  great  branch  of  the  state,  the  East 
India  Company ;  and  it  appears  that  the  crew  were   all  hired  at 
Amsterdam  to  go  to  Bergen,  and  "  to  bring  home  an  East  India  ship." 
The  account  which  one  of  the  witnesses  gives  is  very  natural  on  this 
subject ;  he  says  '*  that  he  was  hired  to  bring  home  an  East  India 
ship,  and  to  his  great  surprise  found  that  it  was  a  sloop  of  war,  and 
expressed  his  apprehensions  as  to   the  consequences,''  as  well  he 
might     It  is  clear,  also,  from  other  parts  of  the  evidence,  that  this 
vessel  had  been  a  Dutch  ship  of  war  that  had  maintained  a  conflict 
with  a  British  frigate,  and  had  been  driven  into  Bergen,  where  she 
had  remained  sealed  up  ever  since,  for  nearly  three  years. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  such  a  purchase  can  be  legally  made? 
I  am  not  aware  of  any  case  in  this  court,  or  in  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
in  which  the  legality  of  such  a  purchase  has  been  recognized.  There 
have  been  cases  of  merchant  vessels  driven  into  ports  out  of  which 
they  could  not  escape,  and  there  sold,  in  which,  after  much  discus- 
sion, and  some  hesitation  of  opinion,  the  validity  of  the  pur- 
[  *  400  ]  chase  has  been  sustained.     Such  cases,^  I  believe,  •  did  occur 


1  The  Nicuwe  Vricndschap,  Knuttel,*  and  other  Dutch  ships,  that  had  been  Ijing 
with  their  cargoes  on  board,  at  Curacoa,  near  two  years  in  expectation  of  convoy,  and 
were  asserted  to  have  been  sold  in  that  situation  to  imperial  subjects,  and  other  neutral 
claimants. 

From  a  note  of  The  Nicuwe  Vriendschap,  which  seems  to  have  been  the  first  of  that 
class  of  cases,  it  appears  that  the  point  of  law  was  strongly  argued.  On  the  part  of 
the  claimant  some  precedents  were  cited,  especially  The  Felicity,  in  1 756,  a  French 
ship  which  had  sailed  from  Martinico,  and  had  put  into  Cadiz,  and  was  there  sold,  and 
was  afterwards  taken  and  condemned,  as  not  proved  to  be  Spanish  property.  Bat 
that  judgment  was  reversed  in  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

In  the  Nieuwe  Vriendschap,  the  Court  of  Appeal  seems  to  have  inclined  rather  to 

*  Lords,  7th  March,  1786. 
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during  tlu*  first  war,  in  which  I  attended  this  court  or  the  Court 
of  Ap|)eal.  But  whether  the  purchase  of  a  vessel  of  this  descrip- 
tion built  for  war,  and  employed  as  such,  and  now  rendered 
incapable  of  acting  as  a  ship  of  war,  by  the  arms  of  the  other  belli- 
gerent, and  driven  into  a  neutral  port  for  shelter;  whether  the  pur- 
chase of  such  a  ship,  I  say,  can  be  allowed,  which  shall  enable  the 
enemy  so  far  to  rescue  himself  from  the  disadvantage  into  w^hich  he 
has  fallen,  as  to  have  the  value  at  least  restored  to  him  by  a  neutral 
purchaser,  is  a  question  on  which  I  shall  wait  for  the  authority  of  the 
Superior  Court,  before  I  admit  the  validity  of  such  a  transfer.  That 
a  private  merchant  could  lawfully  do  this,  I  shall  not  hold,  till  I  am 
80  instructed  by  the  Superior  Court.  That  a  sovereign  prince  should 
embark  in  such  a  transaction,  unless  under  such  guards  as  would 
eflbctually  remove  all  possibility  of  abuse,  is  what,  but  for  the  in- 
stance before  us,  could  scarcely  have  been  expected.  Some  commu- 
nication, at  least,  we  might  suppose  would  be  made  to  the  belligerent 
government,  accompanied  with  a  disclosure  of  every  circumstance  of 
caution  that  should  exclude  the  suspicion  of  what  is  always  to  be 
apprehended,  the  danger  of  such  a  vessel  finding  her  way  back  again 
into  the  navy  of  her  own  country.  It  has  not  appeared  to  my  recol- 
lection, in  any  case  before  the  court,  that  Count  Bentinck  was  the 
owner  of  merchant  vessels,  or  that  he  was  engaged,  as  we  know 
some  Italian  princes  have  been,  in  mercantile  adventures. 
•  Tliis,  perhaps,  is  not  a  material  circumstance,  further  than  [  •401  ] 
as  it  may  add  a  little  to  the  improbability  of  the  present  trans- 
action, without  much  atlecting  the  principle  on  which  I  shall  determine 
this  case,  the  illegality  of  such  a  purchase.  It  is  the  purchase  of  a  ship 
of  war  lying  in  the  port  of  Bergen,  with  eighteen  guns  and  ammunition, 
of  which  fourteen  guns  and  the  ammunition  are  taken  out  for  the  mere 
convenience  of  conveyance.  Can  such  things  be  allowed  to  be  trans- 
ferred as  articles  of  commerce,  and  under  the  known  pressure  under 
which  the  enemy*s  marine  has  labored  ?  It  can,  at  most,  only  be 
expected  to  be  allowed  under  all  circumstances  of  communicated 
preventive  caution  that  might  secure  the  belligerent  from  the  just 
appnWiension  of  abuse  which  I  have  before  stated ;  some  previous 
acquiescence  signified  on  the  part  of  the  belligerent  government ; 
some  consent  obtained,  upon  an  entire  disclosure  of  the  intention 
fully  sub^tantiated. 

Now,  what  is  the  course  of  this  transaction  ?     Has  any  such  com- 


the  arjrumont  of  the  claimant,  but  did  not  pivc  any  docUion  upon  the  question  of  law; 
affinuing  the  wntence  of  condemnation  of  the  Vice* Admiralty  Court,  expreaBly  on  the 
ground  of  defect  of  proof  of  an  actual  bond  /dt  timnsfcr. 
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munication    been    made?    or    any    such    acquiescence    signified? 
Nothing  appears  to  either  effect     Is  there  any  person  sent  from  the 
neutral  port,  whose  character  in  the  service  of  his  sovereign  might 
afford  anj^  guaranty  or  protection  against  abuse  ?     No  such  thing. 
On  the  contrary,  the  whole  contract  has  been  carried  on  at  Amster- 
dam, and  the  management  of  the  vessel  is  at  last  intrusted  to  an  old 
Dutchman,  who,  though  he  says  he  is  burgher  of  Kniphausen,  has 
never  set  his  foot  in  that  place.     I  can  hardly  persuade  myself  that 
there  must  not  have  been  some  imposition  practised  in  this  afiair, 
since  I  cannot  conceive  that  the  august  person  for  whom  the  daim  is 
given,  and  who  is,  no  doubt,  desirous  of  preserving,  with  most  per* 
feet  honor,  his  relations  of  amity  with  this  country,  should  put  a 
vessel  of  this  description  into  the  hands  of  such  a  master 
[  •  402  ]  as  this  is,  accompanied  by  a  *  crew  all  picked  up  at  Amster- 
dam.    Admitting,  as  we  must,  that  he  was  privy  to  the 
purchase,  we  can  hardly  doubt,  at  the  same  time,  that  those  persons 
who  have  had  the  management  of  this  business,  have  conducted  it 
in  a  manner  very  opposite  to  his  inclinations  and  interests. 

Where  is  the  vessel  found  ?  The  mate  says,  "  within  two,  or  two 
and  a  half  Dutch  miles  of  the  Vlie ;"  and  the  master,  who  takes  the 
utmost  latitude,  admits,  "  within  four."  In  the  month  of  June,  and 
in  such  weather  as  we  have  notoriously  had  during  that  month,  that 
a  man  should  not  find  his  way  into  the  Jade,  without  getting  imme- 
diately close  to  the  land  of  Holland ;  that  he  should  be  found  in  this 
situation,  without  having  attempted  to  alter  his  course,  or  to  retrace 
his  steps ;  and  that  he  should  be  continuing  to  steer  on  towards  the 
coast  of  Holland,  though  it  is  not  pretended  that  he  did  not  know 
where  he  was,  are  such  circumstances  as  convince  me  that  some  im- 
position has  been  practised.  To  say  precisely  what  it  is,  may  be 
presumptuous ;  though  all  the  circumstances  tend  to  establish  a 
belief  that  the  parties  intrusted  with  the  execution  of  this  project, 
looked  to  a  restitution  of  this  ship  into  the  possession  of  Holland. 
I  cannot  doubt  that  there  has  been  some  imposition  practised  on  the 
august  person  whose  name  has  been  used.  If  there  are  any  circum- 
stances which  can  be  brought  forward  on  this  part  to  elucidate  this 
transaction,  they  will  be  addressed  with  better  effect  to  the  superior 
tribunal,  which  may  be  composed  of  persons  better  enabled  to  judge 
of  the  conduct  of  persons  in  that  elevated  station  than  I  can  consider 
myself  to  be.  My  judgment  is,  that  the  transaction  of  this  purchase, 
taking  it  to  have  been  made,  has  been  conducted  in  a  manner  that 
cannot  be  considered  as  legal. 
Claim  rejected. 
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*  The  Neptunus,  Bacbman,  master.  [  *  403  ] 

Aognst  12  and  14, 1807. 

Trade  with  the  enemj,  on  the  part  of  an  allj  in  the  war,  bj  permission,  of  innocent  articlci. 
Constrnction  of  the  term,  innocent  articles,  9tc.    Swedish  treatj,  &c^ 

This  was  one  of  an  important  class  of  cases  of  Swedish  ships, 
captured  on  a  voyage  from  the  ports  of  Sweden  to  Amsterdam  with 
cargoes  of  pitch  and  tar,  In  which  the  question  turned  on  the  effect 
of  a  modified  permission  of  trade  with  the  common  enemy,  in  inuo* 
cent  articles,  on  the  part  of  an  ally  in  the  war. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence  con- 
tended to  the  effect  of  the  argument  in  the  case  of  The  Elconora 
Wilhclmina,^  that  this  was  a  shipment  of  articles  in  their  nature 
contraband ;  that  they  could  derive  no  protection  from  the  stipula- 
tions of  the  Swedish  treaty,  which  were  made  with  reference  only  to 
the  situation  of  one  party  being  neutral ;  whereas  Sweden  has  been 
in  conjunction  with  this  country  in  hostilities  against  France  and  her 
allies ;  that  an  order  of  council  had  issued  for  the  permission  of  trade 
of  8wedi:4h  subjects,  in  innocent  articles,  which  must  be  the  rule  for 
the  court,  and  cannot  be  considered  to  extend  to  articles  of  this 
nature;  that  this  shipment  being  stripped  of  all  protection,  either 
firom  the  treaty,  or  the  recent  order  of  council,  must  fall  back  into  its 
natural  contraband  character,  being  a  shipment  of  naval  stores  going 
to  a  port  of  military  equipment. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Arnold  and  Robinson  contended  — 
That  the  correspondence  which  had  passed  between  the 
secretary  of  state  and  the  Swedish  *  minister  went  farther,  [  *  404  ] 
to  show  the  view  in  which  these  articles  were  considered  as 
innocent,  and  permitted  as  such,  by  the  government  of  Sweden ;  that 
they  would,  in  that  character,  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
treaty,  as  a  trade  excepted  from  hostility  by  the  special  permission  of 
the  Swedish  government;  that  if  the  treaty  was  put  out  of  the  ques- 
tion, the  character  of  articles  of  this  description,  being  the  produce 
of  Sweden,  would  revert  to  the  state  in  which  it  had  long  stood,  pre- 


>  [For  a  list  of  treaties  of  the  United  States  respecting  contnband,  see  The  Twcnde 
Brodre,  4  C.  Rob.  33.] 
*  5bipra,  p.  333. 
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vious  to  the  treaty,  as  a  vexata  questio  between  the  two  coantries ; 
that  if  we  adhered  to  the  interpretation  of  considering  them  as  con- 
traband, in  the  hands  of  neutral  merchants,  the  case  of  an  allied 
enemy  presents  a  favorable,  rather  than  an  unfavorable  distinction, 
inasmuch  as  it  must  stand  clear  of  suspicion  as  to  the  intention  with 
which  the  trade  was  carried  on.  In  respect  to  neutral  merchants, 
the  penalty  of  contraband  is  applied  with  strictness  to  coun- 
teract the  wilful  adhering  to  the  enemy,  which  may  be  impata- 
ble  to  their  motives.  In  the  case  of  an  allied  enemy,  there  is  the 
strongest  guaranty  for  the  design  with  which  such  a  trade  is  per- 
mitted. It  is,  therefore,  to  be  considered  rather  as  a  misunderstand- 
ing in  the  mode  of  conducting  the  joint  operations  of  the  war,  which 
is  to  be  corrected  by  amicable  expostulation,  and  not  by  a  recourse  to 
rules  framed  for  the  correction  of  abuses  in  the  conduct  of  parties  in 
a  situation  totally  different. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  the  case  of  a  ship  and  cargo  of  pitch  and 
tar,  going  from  Gottenburg  to  Amsterdam,  on  which  several 
[  •  405  ]  questions  arise,  first,  as  *  to  the  liberty  of  carrying  such  car- 
goes under  the  present  situation  of  this  country  and  Sweden ; 
and  secondly,  whether  there  is  any  thing  of  a  special  nature  to  vary 
the  general  rule  which  would  be  otherwise  applicable  to  the  case. 
The  right  of  carrying  pitch  and  tar  has  long  been  a  subject  of  much 
contention,  this  country  contending  that  they  were  to  be  considered 
as  contraband,  Sweden,  on  the  contrary,  maintaining,  that  they  were 
not  contraband  when  they  were  the  produce  of  the  exporting  country. 
After  long  and  passionate  discussion  on  this  subject,  which  has 
irritated  the  feelings  of  the  two  countries  for  two  centuries,  a  sort  of 
compromise  was  at  length  adopted,  and  the  late  treaty  was  formed 
as  a  kind  of  middle  term,  in  which  both  parties  abated  something  of 
their  original  pretensions.  It  was  agreed  that  these  articles  should 
be  considered  not  as  absolutely  contraband,  nor  yet  as  entirely  free 
and  innocent,  but  as  liable  to  this  exercise  of  the  right  of  war,  "that 
they  should  be  subject  to  seizure  for  preemption."  This  was  the 
substance  of  the  treaty  that  was  formed  for  the  regulation  of  the 
trade  of  Sweden,  when  that  country  was  at  peace,  and  in  a  state  of 
neutrality  towards  each  of  the  belligerent  powers. 

That,  however,  is  not  the  present  situation  of  the  two  countries, 
since  Sweden  has  long  been  engaged  with  this  country  in  hostility 
against  a  common  enemy.  The  question,  therefore,  is  to  be  taken  up 
on  different  grounds,  as  depending  on  the  general  principles  belong- 
ing to  such   a  state  of  warlike  confederacy,  on  what  has   passed 
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between  the  two  courts  immediately  applicable  to  this  subject,  and 
on  the  public  orders  which  have  issued  for  the  regulation  of  trade.  It 
is  well  known  that  a  declaration  of  hostility  naturally  carries  with  it 
an  interdiction  of  all  commercial  intercourse ;  it  leaves  the 
*  belligerent  countries  in  a  state  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  [  *406  ] 
relations  of  commerce.  This  is  the  natural  result  of  a  state 
of  war,  and  it  is  by  no  means  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  spe- 
cial interdiction  of  commerce  to  produce  this  effect  At  the  same 
time,  it  has  happened,  since  the  world  has  grown  more  commercial, 
that  a  practice  has  crept  in  of  admitting  particular  relaxations ;  and 
if  one  state  only  is  at  war,  no  injury  is  committed  to  any  other  state. 
It  is  of  no  importance  to  other  nations  how  much  a  single  belligerent 
chooses  to  weaken  and  dilute  his  own  rights.  But  it  is  otherwise 
when  allied  nations  are  pursuing  a  common  cause  against  a  common 
enemy.  Between  them,  it  must  be  taken  as  an  implied,  if  not  an 
express  contract,  that  one  state  shall  not  do  any  thing  to  defeat  the 
general  object.  If  one  state  admits  its  subjects  to  carry  on  an  unin- 
terrupted trade  with  the  enemy,  the  consequence  may  be  that  it  will 
supply  that  aid  and  comfort  to  the  enemy  —  especially  if  it  is  an 
enemy  depending,  like  Holland,  very  materially  on  the  resources  of 
foreign  commerce  —  which  may  be  very  injurious  to  the  prosecution 
of  the  common  cause,  and  the  interests  of  its  ally.  It  should  seem 
that  it  is  not  enough,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  one  state  has  allowed 
this  practice  to  its  own  subjects;  it  siiould  appear  to  be  at  least  desir- 
able that  it  could  be  shown,  that  either  the  practice  is  of  such  a 
nature  as  can  in  no  manner  interfere  with  the  common  operations,  or 
that  it  has  the  allowance  of  the  confederate  state. 

If  Sweden  and  Holland  are  at  war,  there  is  no  occasion  for  a  spe- 
cial prohibition,  as  is  intimated  in  Mr.  Alderberg^s  letter.  But  if  it  is 
taken  on  the  evidence  of  the  correspondence,  that  the  Swedish 
government  has  given  an  express  liberty  to  its  subjects  to 
freight  *  vessels  for  the  ports  of  Holland,  this  must  necessa-  [  *  407  ] 
rily  admit  of  some  limitations;  for  can  it  be  maintained, 
under  the  latitude  of  that  expression,  that  they  might  carry  gunpow- 
der, or  any  other  article  in  a  state  of  preparation  for  the  purposes  of 
war  ?  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  it  is  the  natural  produce  of  the 
country,  because  that  principle  must  have  its  limits  in  acknowledged 
principles  of  self-defence  on  the  part  of  the  allied  belligerent.  Sup- 
pose the  case  of  a  country  so  unfortunately  framed  by  nature  as  to 
produce  nothing  but  sulphur,  wood,  and  nitre,  or  that  iron  was  the 
only  production,  can  it  be  said  that  the  inhabitants  of  that  country 
should  be  at  liberty  to  export  their  own  manufacture  of  gunpowder 
or  cannon  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy  ?  There  must  be  some  limita- 
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tion  assigned  to  pretensions  of  this  kind.     Where  are  they  to  be 
found  ?     In  the  order  that  has  been  issued  by  our  own  government' 
reciting,  "  that  information  had  been  received  that  Sweden  allows  a 
trade  in  innocent  articles  only,"  and  confirming  the  liberty  of  trade 
to  that  extent     It  appears  from  Mr.  Canning's  letter,  that  some  dis- 
cussion had  taken  place  on  this  subject  between  the  secretary  of  state 
and  the  Swedish  minister,  in  which  a  confident  persuasion  is  expressed 
on  the  part  of  this  government  that  Sweden  could  not  mean  to  suffer 
a  supply  of  naval  stores  to  be  carried  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy. 
That  being  the  construction  which  this  government  has  put  upon  the 
permission,  it  must  be  binding  on  this  court.     Permission  is  under- 
stood to  be  granted  for  innocent  articles,  but  with  an  exclusion  of 
naval  stores.     Then,  waiving  the  question  of  contraband,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  ask  whether  the  articles  of  which  this  cargo  is  com- 
[  *408  ]  posed  fall  under  *  the  description  of  naval  stores?  and  that 
is  a  question  which  answers  itself. 
It  is  said  that  the  terms  of  the  letter  seem  to  reserve  the  conside^ 
ation  of  naval  stores  for  further  discussion,  and  the  court  is  requested 
to  suspend  its  judgment  till  that  discussion  has  taken  place.    But  it 
is  not  to  be  inferred  from  the  request  made  for  additional  security  on 
the  part  of  this  country,  that  we  should  suspend  our  own  declaration 
on  the  subject,  which  is  expressed  in   definite  terms.      Nothing  is 
reserved   as  to  the  question  whether  pitch  and  tar  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  innocent  articles  or  not.     That  is  expressly  determined 
by  the  restriction  of  naval  and  military  stores,  regarding  which  it 
cannot  admit  of  a  doubt  that  these  articles  are  to  be  included  under 
that  description.     I  am  of  opinion  that,  where  such  articles  occur, 
though  the  word  contraband  may  be  kept  out  of  sight,  the  court  is 
bound  to  consider  them  as  of  the  nature  of  contraband,  in  such  a 
sense  as  renders  it  impossible  that  they  could  be  included  under  the 
description  of  innocent  articles. 

This  is  the  general  principle  that  I  feel  myself  bound  to  apply  to 
the  whole  class ;  and  in  no  instance  can  the  penalty  of  confiscation 
be  applied  with  more  propriety  than  in  this  first  case  which  occurs, 
in  which  the  parties  exporting  these  articles  to  the  enemy  are  British 
subjects,' domiciled  in  Sweden.  It  has  'been  decided,  both  in  this 
court  and  in  the  Court  of  Appeal,  that,  though  a  British  subject,  resi- 
dent abroad,  may  engage  generally  in  trade  with  the  enemy,  he  can- 
not carry  on  such  a  trade  in  articles  of  a  contraband  nature,* 
[  •  409  ]  The  duties  of  allegiance  travel  *  with  them,  so  as  to  restrain 
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them  from  supplying  articles  of  that  kind  to  the  enemy.  This, 
however,  I  only  mention  as  an  aggravation  of  this  particalar  case. 
On  the  general  question,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that 
the  pitch  and  tar  will  be  subject  to  condemnation. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  innocent  parts  of  the  cargo,  also,  and 
the  ship  herself,  will  be  subject  to  condemnation,  on  the  known  prin- 
ciple that  the  infection  of  contraband  extends  also  to  all  interests 
included  in  the  same  claim,  on  behalf  of  the  same  proprietor.^  I 
could  assent  to  that  argument  if  the  case  stood  only  on  the  general 
law;  but  when  I  look  to  the  order  of  government,  I  find  "that  all 
other  goods  arc  directed  to  be  restored."  So  with  regard  to  the  ship; 
it  has  been  uniformly  held,  on  general  principles,  that  the  vessel 
belonging  to  the  proprietor  of  contraband  goods  is  liable  to  confisca- 
tion. But  the  order  itself,  in  directing  the  restitution  of  all  other 
goods,  implies  that  this  class  of  cases  is  not  to  be  decided  strictly  on 
the  general  principle  of  contraband.  Swedish  vessels  have  been 
allowed  to  go  to  the  ports  of  the  enemy  with  permitted  goods,  and 
this  country  has  acquiesced  in  that  indulgence.  I  shall  not,  there- 
fore, apply  the  principles  of  contraband  to  the  ship,  under  this  modi- 
fied state  of  the  general  rule. 

There  is  one  parcel  of  goods,  I  perceive,  in  which  the  bill  of  lading 
has  been  indorsed  over  to  the  consignee  in  Holland  ;  and  the  master, 
in  his  deposition,  says,  '^  that  he  believes  they  would  have  become  the 
property  of  the  consignee,  on  arrival.**     This,  I  conceive,  is  such  a 
transfer  of  the  property  as  will  render  those  particular  goods  liable  to 
confiscation.     The  innocent  goods,  it  appears,  were  going 
under  a  special  license,  granted  by  the  king  of  •  Holland,  to  [  *  410  ] 
Andersen  Sc  Co.,  at  Amsterdam,  to  import  a  certain  number 
of  cargoes  in  Swedish  ships.     This  has  so  much  the  appearance  of  a 
special  induUoj  that  it  may  not  be  without  its  consequence  in  deter- 
mining on  the  national  character  of  a  trade  so  carried  on,  even  on  the 
part  of  Swedish  subjects.     If  it  is  pressed,  I  shall  require  some  expla- 
nation to  be  given  of  the  nature  of  these  licenses,  and  of  the  manner 
in  which  they  are  obtained  and  applied. 


1  [Sec  note  to  The  Staadt  Embdcn,  1  C.  Rob.  26,  30.] 
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The  Sansom,  Stevens,  master. 

Angast  12  and  17, 1807. 

Salvage  on  recapture  of  neutral  property,  from  the  effect  of  the  decree  of  21  st  NoTember, 

1806,  given.i 

This  was  a  case  of  an  American  ship  that  had  been  captured  on 
the  25th  of  June,  1807,  on  a  voyage  from  Amsterdam  to  Falmouth, 
by  a  Spanish  privateer,  under  the  decree  of  the  21st  November,  1806, 
against  British  commerce,  and  had,  on  the  3d  of  June  following,  been 
recaptured  afterwards,  and  brought  to  England. 

On  the  part  of  the  recaptors,  the  King's  Advocate  and  Robinson 
contended  —  That,  on  the  same  principle  on  which  the  court  had 
decreed  salvage  in  some  late  Danish  cases,*  on  recapture 
[  *  411  ]  from  French  *  seizure,  it  would  also  give  salvage  on  recap- 
ture from  Spanish  cruisers.     That  nation  had  acted  in  con- 
cert with,  or  rather  in  obedience  to   France,  in  their  attempts  to 
enforce  the  decree  of  the  21  st  November.     It  appeared,  also,  from  a 
paper  on  board,  in  the  nature  of  a  proces  verbal  of  what  passed  at 
the  time  of-  capture,  that  the  captain  of  the  Spanish  privateer  alleged 
this  particular  ground  of  capture,  and  asked  the  American  captain  if 
he  did  not  know  that  England  was  under  blockade. 

On  the  other  side,  Laurence  and  Jenner^  argued  on  the  general 
principle,  that  salvage  on  neutral  property  was  not  given,  unless  on 
very  special  grounds.  That  in  the  former  case,  it  had  been  almost 
admitted,  that  American  cases  would  form  an  exception  to  other 
cases  of  recapture  under  the  decree  of  the  21st  November,  since  it 


1  [The  War  Onskan,  2  C.  Rob.  299.] 

*  The  Familien  and  The  Emanuel,*  Danish  vessels,  from  Denmark  to  England ; 
also  The  Alert,t  English  ship,  from  Magadore  to  London.  Cargo  claimed  for  mer- 
chants at  Magadore,  and  restored  on  salvage.  In  the  Danish  cases,  a  certificate  from 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce  at  Copenhagen,  dated  11th  June,  1807,  was  introduced, 
stating  **  that  official  intelligence  had  been  received,  that,  up  to  the  19th  of  Decem- 
ber last,  no  alteration  had  been  made  in  the  French  decrees  previously  issued,  respect- 
ing captures,  and  that,  therefore,  neither  the  French  privateers  nor  ships  of  war  had, 
up  to  the  above-mentioned  date,  been  authorized  to  seize  at  sea,  and  carry  into  French 
ports,  neutral  ships  sailing  from  or  to  English  ports." 

*  June  11.  t  May  13, 1807. 
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was  understood,  that  there  had  been  a  treaty  of  specific  assurance 
given  by  France,  that  American  vessels  should  not  be  molested  in 
their  course  to  England ;  that  this  was  so  generally  credited,  as  to 
have  been  made  the  basis  of  much  negotiation  in  the  settlement  of 
our  commercial  diflcrences  with  America. 

In  reply  it  was  said  —  That  what  had  passed  relative  to  American 
cases,  was  merely  hypothetical,  and  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
if  such  an  exemption  did  exist,  it  was  very  distinguishable  from  the 
privilege  claimed  for  Danish  vessels,  on  the  mere  assertion  of  the 
certificate  that  was  then  introduced.     It  was,  in  those  cases 
expressly  *  intimated  by  the  court,  that  if  such  a  privilege  was  [  *  412  ] 
claimed  under  treaty  or  agreement,  the  treaty  would   be 
expected  to  be  produced,  that  it  might  appear  to  what  extent,  and 
under  what  conditions  such  an  exception  to  the  general  operation  of 
the  decree  had  been  conceded. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  Laurence  prayed  —  That  the 
case  might  stand  over  till  inquiry  could  be  made  of  the  American 
minister.  On  a  subsequent  day,  a  letter^  was  introduced  from  the 
minister  of  marine  to  General  Armstrong,  the  American  ambassador 
at  Paris.     The  effect  of  this  communication  was  further  argued. 

Judgment. —  18th  August. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  question  arises  on  the  recapture  of  an 
American  ship  and  cargo,  destined  originally  to  Falmouth,  and 
retaken  out  of  the  bands  of  a  Spanish  privateer,  which  had  made  the 
capture  on  the  grounds  of  their  liability  to  condemnation  for  trading 
to  this  country.  I  have  looked  over  the  letter  of  the  master  of  the 
privateer,  which  seems  to  have  been  written  wUh  a  view  of  giving  a 
representation  of  his  proceedings  to  his  owners.  As  far  as  I  can  col- 
lect of  this  person's  character  from  that  letter,  he  appears  to  be  a  man 
rather  of  superior  education  in  his  class  of  life;  and  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that,  in  the  mind  of  this  person,  on  their  arrival  in  Spain,  nothing 
more  would  be  necessary  than  the  mere  formality  of  a  legal  proceed- 
ing, to  obtain  condemnation  as  prize  to  the  captors.  It  appears  also 
by  a  proccs  verbal,  which  was  drawn  up,  reciting  the  particulars  of 
the  seizure,  that  the  question  was  put  to  the  American  master, 
•*  whether  he  knew  of  the  decree  of  the  blockade  of  Eng- 
land?'' to  which  he  answered  that  he  did;  and  it  is  *  then  [  *413  ] 


A  17th  Aogoft,  See  Appendix,  Na  1. 

24* 


414  CASES    DETERMINED   IN    THE 

The  Sansom.    6  C.  Bob. 

added,  "  agreeable  to  the  declaration  of  our  sovereign,"  the  Spanish 
captor  took  possession  of  the  prize. 

This  vessel  has  been  recaptured,  and  the  question  before  me  is, 
whether  the  recaptors  are  entitled  to  any  salvage.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  repeat  that  the  general  practice  of  this  court  is  not  to  decree  sal- 
vage on  neutral  ships  recaptured,  upon  the  presumption  that  no  peril 
had  been  incurred,  but  that,  on  being  carried  into  the  courts  of  the 
original  captor,  they  would  have  been  restored.  This  is  a  presnmp* 
tion  which  is  to  be  entertained  in  favor  of  every  state,  which  has  not 
sullied  its  character  by  a  gross  violation  of  the  law  of  nations.  But 
the  contrary  presumption  takes  place  if  states  hold  out  decrees  of  con- 
demnation, however  unjust,  and  decrees  on  which  the  tribunals  of 
the  country  are  enjoined  to  act,  and  of  which  there  is  every  reason  to 
suppose  that  they  will  be  carried  into  execution.  The  reasoning  on 
which  the  general  rule  had  been  founded  is  then  done  away ;  the 
peril  is  obvious,  and  the  case  becomes  simply  that  of  meritorious 
rescue  from  the  danger  of  condemnation. 

Of  this  nature  was  the  decree  of  the  French  government^  which 
was  issued  on  the  21st  of  November,  to  the  no  small  sur|Mise  of 
this  nation,  and  of  all  European  states.     The  protocol  recites  the 
grievances,  the  commission  of  which  is  imputed  to  this  country ;  and 
declares,  "  that  every  person  or  country  that  carries  on  commerce  with 
England,  and  thereby  favors  her  trade,  becomes  an  accomplice."    It 
seems  quite  extravagant  to  say,  that  this  was  intended  only  to  prohi- 
bit the  direct  trade  between  England  and  France.     It  is  likewise 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  declaration  to  suppose  that  it  waa 
meant  to  be  restricted  to  the  continent  of  Europe  only.     The  manner 
in  which  the  word  continent  is  used,  shows  that  it  was 
[  *  414  ]  *  intended  to  apply  to  neutrals  of  all  descriptions,  and  of  all 
countries.     The  protocol  then  declares  "that  France  has 
resolved  to  direct  against  England  the  same  regulations  which  Eng- 
land has  established;  and  that  the  following  decree  shall  be  taken  as 
a  fundamental  law  of  the  empire."     Language  cannot  convey  a  more 
solemn  denunciation ;  and  it  is  what  France  is  pledged  to  act  upon, 
"  till  England  shall  be  convinced  that  the  rights  of  war  are  the  same 
on  land  as  on  sea ;  that  it  does  not  extend  to  private  property ;  and 
that  the  law  of  blockade  is  to  be  applied  only  to  places  actually 
invested."     Till  this  pretended  reformation  takes  place,  these  regula- 
tions are  to  be  considered  as  the  fundamental  law  of  the  empire. 
And  what  is  the  first  of  these  regulations?  —  "that  the  British  Isles 
shall  be  placed  in  a  state  of  blockade." 

Connecting  this  with  what  goes  before,  and  with  what  foUows, 
"  that  all  trade  and  all  correspondence  with  the  British  Isles  is  pro- 
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hibited,"  is  it  possible  to  maintain  seriously  that  nothing  more  is 
meant  tlian  the  prohibition  of  trade  between  England  and  France  ? 
Whoever  heard  of  such  a  blockade,  or  of  such  a  prohibition  being 
so  described,  or  denominated  ?  Such  a  prohibition  as  that  is  no  more 
than  the  common  effect  of  war;  for  it  is  not  the  practice  of  countries 
that  arc  at  war,  to  permit  even  neutral  ships  to  clear  out  for  the  ports 
of  each  other.  The  intercourse  is  carried  on  in  a  dissembled  manner 
by  clearances  that  purport  the  destination  to  be  to  other  countries. 
If  we  consider  also  that  it  is  expressly  opposed  to  British  blockade, 
and  that  the  menace  is  to  retaliate  the  "  same  restraint,''  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that  the  only  intelligible  meaning  is  that  which  the  Spanish  pri- 
vateer put  upon  it,  and  which  every  man  of  reflection  must  put  upon 
it,  that  it  was  meant  to  impose  a  general  blockade,  properly 
so  called.  That  the  enemy  will  *  act  upon  this  declaration  [  *  41G  ] 
cannot  be  doubted,  as  well  from  the  solemnity  with  which  it 
is  denounced,  as  from  the  purpose  avowed,  and  the  precise  manner  in 
which  it  is  drawn  up. 

In  arguing  the  Danish  cases,  it  was  contended  that  the  decree  of 
the  21st  of  November  was  not  designed  to  be  enforced  again.<t  the 
Danes ;  and  when  you  retake  an  American,  it  is  said,  that  it  is  not 
meant  to  operate  against  Americans.  Nothing  surely  can  be  more 
sweeping  tlian  the  general  clause,  which  the  Frencli  government 
pledges  itself  to  enforce  against  the  commerce  of  the  British  ports, 
till  a  particular  object  is  obtained.  It  is  said  that  no  particular 
instructions  have  been  given  to  privateers.  None  arc  nect^ssary. 
The  decree  itself  is  the  strongest  instruction  that  could  be  given.  It 
18  declared  to  be  imperative  on  tlie  tribunals  of  France,  and  that  is 
sufljcient.  What  the  exact  terms  of  the  Spanish  decree  are,  we  are 
not  informed ;  but  they  are,  we  may  suppose,  coextensive  witii  the 
former,  and  framed  on  the  same  principles,  and  with  the  design  of 
producing  the  same  eflfcct  There  can  be  as  little  doubt  that  it  is  to 
be  acted  upon.  The  captain  of  the  Spanish  cruiser  seems  to  have 
entertained  no  doubt  as  to  that  consequence,  but  declares,  and  I 
think  very  reasonably,  liis  conviction,  that  he  should  obtain  immediate 
condemnation,  and  upon  these  precise  grounds. 

It  is  impossible  to  deny,  then,  that  a  service  has,  prima  /aciCj  lM*en 
rendered  to  this  property,  by  rescuing  it  from  tiie  operation  of  an 
intention  so  publicly  and  solemhly  announced  i  But  in  the  Danish 
cases  it  was  said  that  it  was  not  so ;  and  the  certificate  of  the  College 
of  Commerce,  in  Denmark,  was  exhibited,  asserting  "  that  the  di^crec 
bad  no  operation  against  Danish  ships,  and  that  the  College  of  Com- 
merce had  received  positive  intelligence  that  the  French 
cruisers  had,  *  up  to  the  19tb  December,  received  no  instruc-  [  *  416  J 


417  CASES  DETERMINED  IN  THE 


The  Saiuom.    6  C.  Rob. 


tions,  pursuant  to  the  decree  of  the  21st  of  November,  to  capture 
Danish  ships  bound  to  British  ports."  It  was  answered  at  that  tifne, 
that  the  decree  itself  is  a  sufficient  instruction,  and  that  no  other  was 
necessary ;  and  the  objection  was  overruled.  Here  more  papers  are 
introduced,  and  before  I  observe  upon  them,  I  may  premise,  that  to 
alter  the  view  which  the  court  has  already  taken  of  this  question,  they 
must  contain  evidence  of  one  of  these  two  descriptions.  Either  that 
there  has  been  some  special  exemption  in  favor  of  American  vessels,  or 
that  some  more  correct  information  has  been  obtained  of  a  general 
nature,  which  was  not  produced  in  the  Danish  cases,  but  which,  if 
produced  would  have  protected  those  cases  also. 

That  there  is  any  thing  of  a  special  nature,  in  the  form  of  a  treaty 
upon  this  subject,  controlling  the  execution  of  the  decree  in  favor  of 
America,  is  not  asserted.  If  there  was  any  such,  it  might  become  a 
grave  question,  how  far  this  country  could  be  expected  to  follow  the 
capricious  and  fanciful  modifications  of  this  violent  decree  ?  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  hastily  what  would  be  the  result  of  an  inquiry  respect- 
ing such  a  partial  exception,  if  it  was  shown  to  exist,  on  the  authority 
even  of  a  treaty,  or  public  declaration.  It  is  easy  to  see  what  its 
effects  might  be  on  this  country.  Out  of  a  general  menace  against 
the  commerce  of  this  country^  special  boons  and  favors  might  be 
carved,  to  be  distributed  to  other  countries  at  its  expense,  and  for 
which  perhaps  the  enemy  might  have  contracted  for  some  further 
benefit,  in  the  attainment  of  some  other  object  of  his  enmity  towards 
Great  Britain.  It  might  be  the  only  means  of  carrying  such  a  mea- 
sure into  any  effect  by  disarming  the  opposition  of  the  more 
[  •417  ]  powerful  neutral  states  in  consequence  of  these  •favorable 
exemptions.  This  is  a  consequence,  as  every  one  must  see, 
that  is  not  to  be  rashly  conceded,  nor  without  great  deliberatioo, 
by  a  tribunal  which  has  to  judge  fairly  and  impartially,  on  the 
rights  of  neutrals,  and  on  the  rights  of  the  belligerent,  under  whose 
authority  it  immediately  sits. 

The  papers  which  have  been  brought  in  contain  something  of  a 
communication  from  the  ministsr  of  the  French  marine^  to  the 
American  minister  in  France,  in  answer  to  some  questions  proposed 
by  him.  It  would  have  been  a  satisfaction  to  the  court  to  have  seen 
those  questions,  but  I  am  informed  i]mt  they  cannot  be  produced,  as 
Mr.  Munroe  is  not  in  possession  of  thFm. 

This  court  is,  I  trust,  on  no  occasion  disposed  to  violate  the  respect 
due  to  the  productions  of  public  ministers  of  any  country.     Bat  of 


^  The  letter  is  inserted  in  the  Appendix,  Na  L 
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this  letter  I  must  say,  that  it  is  as  flimsy  a  piece  of  French  manufac- 
ture as  ever  was  produced.  It  is  stamped  with  sophistry  in  every 
part ;  and  it  appears  to  have  proceeded  from  a  person  who  doubted 
bis  own  authority  to  enter  into  any  explanation  on  the  subject.  It 
comes  from  the  minister  of  the  marine,  who,  I  conceive,  is  an  officer 
corresponding  in  general  respects  with  the  persons  in  the  executive 
admiralty  department  of  this  country.  Ho  himself,  in  one  place, 
declares  that  it  is  a  question  which  should  properly  be  referred  to  the 
minister  of  foreign  relations.  It  is,  in  its  terms,  not  more  than  an 
opinion,  ^^je  pense,^  not  in  the  form  of  a  public  authoritative  declara- 
tion,  and  it  disavows  all  pretensions  to  any  such  character. 

As  to  the  substance,  let  us  see  how  correctly  this  gentleman's 
opinions,  such  as  they  are,  are  formed.     He  says,  <<  I  am  not  aware 
that  the  decree  has  altered  the  law  as  to  the  trade  of  ncutml 
nations.''    What  reverence  is  to  *  be  paid  to  such  an  opinion  [  •  418  ] 
as  this  ?    That  no  modification  or  restriction  of  trade  what- 
ever was  introduced  by  this  decree !     That  a  person,  who  had  ever 
heard  of  this  decree,  could  hazard  such  an  assertion  to  tlic  considera- 
tion of  a  grave  and  intelligent  man,  in  the  situation  of  the  gentleman 
to  whom  it  was  addressed,  argues  little  but  an  extraordinary  courage 
in  the  writer  of  the  letter  which  contains  it. 

The  second  position  advanced  is,  "that  the  decree  does  not 
authorize  any  condemnation  to  the  captors."  What  alteration  does 
that  make,  or  what  ground  of  alle%'iation  or  comfort  is  it  to  the  neu- 
tral merchant,  whether  his  property  is  condemned  to  the  captor  or  to 
the  state  ?  A  refercnce  is  then  made  to  that  article  of  the  decree 
which  directs  that  foreign  ships,  coming  from  English  ports,  should 
not  be  permitted  to  enter  the  ports  of  France ;  and  this  is  asserted  to 
be  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  they  would  be  subject  to  con- 
demnation. To  this  I  can  only  say,  that  whether  it  is  consistent  or 
inconsistent,  would,  perhaps,  not  be  very  material  in  the  execution  of 
that  decree.  It  might  be  meant  only  as  an  additional  protection  to 
the  enforcement  of  the  decree,  in  the  case  of  ships  coming  under 
ignorance  of  the  decree.  That  is  the  only  interpretation  that  can  be 
given  to  it,  that  renders  it  at  all  consistent  with  the  other  articles  of 
the  decree,  and,  therefore,  is  the  interpretation,  which,  by  all  reasona- 
ble rules  of  constniction,  ought  to  be  applied  to  it.  Perhaps  it  is  a 
convenient  clause,  to  be  usihJ,  or  not  used,  at  pleasure.  The  letter 
concludes  with  an  intimation  "  that  General  Armstrong  should  apply 
to  the  minister  of  foreign  relations,"  which  is,  in  fact,  the  only 
intelligible  part  of  the  whole  letter.  It  is  quite  impossible  that  the 
court  can  pay  any  attention  to  such  an  opinion,  which  is  in  direct 
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repugnance  to  the  text  on  which  it  comments,  and  which 
[  •419  ]  professes  to  carry  no  authority  with  •it     There  are  two  or 

three  other  papers  on  which  some  observations  have  been 
made.  The  iSrst  is  the  letter  of  General  Armstrong  to  Mr.  Manroe, 
in  which  he  says,  that  his  understanding  of  the  effect  of  the  decree  is 
not  well  founded  ;  that  there  were  only  two  or  three  cases  known  to 
him,  in  which  restitution  had  been  obtained  on  his  application.*  Bat 
no  particulars  are  stated  ;  whether  they  were  cases  under  this  decree  or 
not  does  not  appear.  With  all  the  respect  that  I  feel  for  the  declara- 
tions of  the  minister  of  a  foreign  government,  I  cannot  take  this 
intimation  of  some  cases  that  had  occurred,  as  a  proof  of  a  general 
practical  deviation  from  the  letter  of  this  decree.  The  French  govern- 
ment has,  at  all  times,  been  in  the  habit  of  making  occasional  devia- 
tions  from  the  general  rules  of  their  Prize  Code,  though  these  general 
rules  compose  their  standing  law.  Another  paper  which  has  been 
introduced  this  morning,  is  an  affidavit  of  a  gentleman,  reciting  the 
case  of  a  vessel  which  had  been  captured  and  carried  into  Spain, 
where  the  judge  of  the  Prize  Court  is  reported  to  have  said,  that 
"  he  could  not  see  any  ground  of  seizure."  I  think  that  gentleman 
must  have  labored  under  a  very  considerable  infirmity  of  sight,  having 
this  decree  before  him,  if  indeed  he  could  in  reality  be"  blind  to  the 
effect  of  it.  When  the  whole  is  shown,  what  is  there  that  the  court 
can  admit  as  distinguishing  this  case  from  the  Danish  cases,  which 
have  been  already  determined  ?  With  every  disposition  to  protect 
persons,  as  much  as  possible,  from  suffering  from  the  consequences  of 
French  violence,  I  can  see  nothing.  The  decree  is  general,  announced 
in  the  most  solemn  manner,  and  in  terms  imperative  upon  all  minis- 
ters and  courts  of  justice  in  France.  It  must  be  taken  to  be  that  on 
which  that  government  means  to  act,  for  such  is  the  interpretation  to 

be  put  upon  every  public  declaration  of  a  state,  as  to  its 
[  *  420  ]  future  intended  *  conduct,  even  if  announced  with  much 

less  striking  appearances  of  fixed  determination.  It  would 
be  strange,  indeed,  if  the  French  government  could  be  allowed  to 
take  the  benefit  of  such  captures,  and  then,  in  cases  of  recapture,  to 
encourage  the  neutral  claimant  to  come  here  and  say  that  no  such 
thing  was  meant  by  the  decree.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case 
stands,  without  any  thing  that  can  enable  me  to  distinguish  it  from 
the  other  cases  already  decided,  and  that  I  am  bound  to  pronounce 
salvage  to  be  due. 
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The  Friendship,  CoIIard,  master. 

Angust  19,  1807. 

Unneatral  conduct.    Ship  engaged  u  a  transport  in  the  military  service  of  the  cnemj. 

Condemned.^ 

This  was  a  case  of  an  American  ship,  bound  on  a  voyage  from 
Baltimore  and  Annapolis  to  Bordeaux,  with  30  tons  of  fustic,  and 
4,414  hogsheads  staves,  and  90  passengers,  being  French  mariners, 
shipped  under  the  direction  of  the  French  minister  in  America.  The 
ship  was  claimed  for  a  Mr.  Guestier,  a  Frenchman  by  birth,  but  a 
subject  of  the  United  States. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  Arnold  and  Robinson  contended  — 
That  this  was  the  case  of  a  vessel  let  out  for  the  purpose  of  being 
made  tlie  vehicle  of  transporting  persons  in  the  military  service  of 
the  enemy,  under  the  interference  and  direction  of  the  public  ofiicer 
of  the  French  government ;  that  it  was,  tiierefore,  to  be  considered 
as  liable  to  condemnation,  in  the  ciiaracter  of  an  enemy's  transport, 
agreeable  to  what  had  been  before  laid  down  by  the  court  in  the  case 
of  The  Caroline,  Nordquist,  4  Ad  in.  Rep.  p.  256.^ 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Swabcy  con-  [  *  421  ] 
tended  —  That  it  did  not,  in  its  circumstances,  amount  to  a 
case  of  that  description  ;  that  the  opinion  which  fell  from  the  court,  in 
The  Caroline,  was  no  more  than  a  dictum  on  some  extrinsic  circum- 


>  [The  Orozembo,  6  C.  Rob.  430.] 

t  The  act  of  earn  ing  tho  soldiers  of  the  enemy  has  been  in  former  wan  assimi- 
lated to  contraUand,  by  public  proclamation  and  instructions,  and  has  been  declared  to 
nndcr  the  ship  liable  to  condemnation.  The  declaration  of  war,  25th  March,  1744, 
ooncludes  with  tho  following  cUuse  : 

^And  we  do  hereby  command  our  own  subjects,  ant]  advertise  all  other  persons  of 
what  nation  soever,  not  to  transport  or  cany  any  soldiers,  arm.*,  powder,  anununition, 
or  other  coiiiral>antl  goods,  to  any  of  their  territories*,  Unds,  plantations,  or  countries  of 
the  said  French  king,  declaring,  that  whatsoever  ship  or  vessel  ^hall  be  met  withal 
Cransportiiig  or  carrjing  any  soldiers,  arms,  jwwder,  ammunition,  or  other  contraliand 
goods,  to  any  of  the  territories,  lands,  pbntations,  or  countries  of  the  said  French  king, 
the  nme  IxMug  taken  shall  be  condemned  as  good  and  lawful  prize.** 

The  same  decUration  is  also  inserted  in  the  second  article  of  the  instruction  to 
cruiien  of  the  same  date ;  also  in  the  second  article  of  the  instnictioos  in  the  war  with 
Spain,  80th  Dec.  171& 
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iE&uy>!*».  'K'Jtf^  baui  c«!?e£.  stgczx:  ir=h>  'iLscGaBciL.  mic  apcn  wUcb  the 
cu^  ^l<i  CK/^  derj>ei>d  :  i£;a.':  i&e  i^cs  of  iha^  <ase  weie,  bp?4rir%  mach 
irtrofsg^  "u^^ajn  \CAz  yKSA^iC :  liaai  m«  die  ca^e  oc  &  TCssei  ttsced  out  to 
cany  a  troop  of  caraliT  of  ibe  eoHZLj.  uid  mo  £ac3L  x  pan  of  m  giett 
tmUvtuj  exp^'rjou.  Xo  c^ase  Lad  hoot  rrfftranned  a  iriiicfa  a  sea- 
Umce  of  coodenunatioo  had  fsiss^  ca  5icc«  «mirar  lo  ifae  pvesent 
Ofl  the  coninirT.  there  had  been  a  ca.<e  c^£are  the  Loidsy  in  whkh 
fonoe  French  Mrldiers  appeared  to  hare  beea  go£Ji$  cm  tiieir  passage 
to  Philadeiphia*  bm  io  that  ca^e  no  peoahy  wa;s  held  to  attach  oo 
the  vessel  on  that  accoant.  There  was  nodiin^  in  the  paitieahr 
manner  in  which  this  veasel  was  chartered,  that  deooced  her  to  be  of 
the  character  of  a  transport.  She  was  eoiog  for  puipoaea  of  com^ 
merce,  and  with  thpse  persons  on  board  as  pasesgos,  s<Hne  of  whom 

were  described  as  invalids.  It  did  not  appear  that  tbej 
[  *  422  ]  were  *  associated  together  as  the  crew  of  any  particular 

vessel ;  or  that  they  were  going  to  be  continaed  in  their 
military  character,  much  less  in  any  military  expedition  against  their 
country ;  they  were  merely  individuals  retoming  to  their  own  coantiy 
where  they  woold  be  less  formidable  than  in  foreign  service. 

In  reply  it  was  said,  that  no  precise  drcnmstances  were  necessary 
to  coa^ititute  the  transport  character;  that  the  main  circumstance 
must  alwavH  be,  whether  the  vessel  was  let  out  for  the  military  pur- 
poses of  the  enemy  ;  if  that  fact  appeared,  it  was  immaterial  whether 
the  voyage  was  out  or  home,  since  the  main  consideration  would  be, 
that  they  were  going  at  the  disposal  of  the  enemy,  to  the  place  to 
which  it  was  most  convenient  to  the  purposes  of  the  enemy  that  they 
should  be  conveyed. 

Jltdgment  —  August  20. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  an  American  ship,  with  a  few  goods  of 
small  bulk  and  little  value,  —  about  thirty  tons  of  fustic,  and  some 
staves,  which  are  frequently  taken  as  dunnage,  or  ballast,  but  very 
seldom  as  a  principal  cargo.  But  there  is  a  cargo  on  board  of  a 
different  kind,  —  ninety  passengers,  one  American,  five  French  mer- 
chants, and  the  rest  French  military  officers  and  mariners.  It  has 
been  objected  that  the  seventh  interrogatory  must  have  been  impro- 
perly addressed  to  the  witnesses,  since  it  has  extracted  an  answer 
from  the  master,  which  could  not  have  been  suggested  by  the  inter- 
rogatory addressed  in  its  usual  and  proper  form.  The  master  says, 
"  that  the  vessel  was  not  a  French  transport ;  that  there  were  about 
ninety  passengers  on  board ;  but  who  paid  for  their  passage  he  does 
not  know ;  thai  IVie  ipiovisvoua  were    supplied  by  the  owner  of 
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the  •ship."  These  are  facts  which  do  not  naturally  arise  [  •423] 
out  of  the  interrogatory,  and  so  far  the  question  must  have 
been  irregular.  But  the  answer  is  not  of  a  nature  that  raises  any 
imputation  of  improper  deviation  from  duty  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
missioners ;  because,  if  the  question  had  not  been  put  to  the  witnesses 
by  them,  it  is  one  which  I  should  certainly  have  thought  it  necessary 
to  address  to  them.  How  persons,  appearing  like  those  on  board,  in 
a  military  character,  were  taken  on  board  as  passengers,  bow  their 
provisions  were  supplied,  arc  questions  of  fact  very  proper  to  be 
answered.  Notwithstanding  there  may  have  been  some  little  irregu* 
larity  in  the  form  in  which  the  interrogatories  have  been  put,  with 
reference  to  which  the  answer  has  been  given,  that  the  ship  was  not 
a  French  transport,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  delay  the  cause,  for 
the  purpose  of  having  them  put  again  under  the  authority  of  the 
court.  That  is  a  point  whicli  the  court  has  to  determine,  on  a  view 
of  all  the  evidence,  and  which  cannot  be  taken  either  way  merely  on 
the  master's  representation.  The  master  knows  little,  and  with 
respect  to  what  he  has  to  disclose,  the  court  may  very  safely  proceed 
on  his  deposition  in  the  present  form. 

The  instructions  of  the  owner  are  produced,  directing  the  master 
^  to  go  to  Annapolis,  there  to  take  as  many  passengers  as  yon  can ; " 
as  if  they  were  to  be  picked  up  accidentally,  and  without  previous 
contract.  They  then  go  on  in  tliese  terms :  "  You  must  go  to  Bor- 
deaux, and  deliver  the  fustic ;  you  will  endeavor  to  preserve  a  good 
understanding  between  the  passengers  and  the  crew,  and  see  that 
they  have  their  due  allowance,  according  to  the  instructions  which 
will  be  communicated  to  you.''  '^  In  case  of  British  capture 
(an  event  which  seems  very  reasonably  to  *  have  been  ap-  [  •  424  ] 
preiiended),  or  being  carried  into  a  British  port,  you  will 
apply  to,"  &c.  It  is  evident  from  these  papers,  and  from  other  cir- 
cumstances, that  there  mus^t  have  been  a  formal  contract  between  the 
owner  and  the  person  who  was  to  pay  the  passage-money  for  these 
mariners.  No  such  instrument  is  produced,  and  on  inquiring  for  it,  I 
am  told  that  it  is  not  in  this  country.  I  am  therefore  left  in  the  dark, 
as  to  the  tenns  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  I  am  to  determine  from 
other  parts  of  the  case  what  the  character  of  this  vessel  is,  whether 
ahe  is  to  be  considered  as  a  neutral  vessel  carrying  on  an  innoxious 
commerce,  or  as  a  transport  vessel  engaged  in  the  immediate  military 
service  of  the  enemy. 

In  order  to  determine  how  far  the  vessel  was  engaged  in  a  com- 

inercial  employment,  I  have  little  more  to  do  than  to  look  at  the 

*  nature  of  this  part,  or  parcel  of  the  cargo,  which  she  carries,  for  so  it 

ia  called  by  the  mate,  and  also  by  the  master.    So  little  however  do 
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the  French  officers  know  of  the  lading,  that  they  depose,  "  that  there 
was  no  cargo  on  board,"  and  repeat  "  that  there  was  not  any  ladrng,** 
over  and  over  again.  I  observe  this  also  more  particularly  with 
respect  to  the  deposition  of  one  person,  M.  Septans,  who  was  more 
immediately  concerned  in  the  transaction,  being  a  sort  of  superinten- 
dent over  the  rest.  He  says,  in  three  distinct  places,  "  that  there  was 
no  cargo  on  board."  I  am  rather  led  by  this  manner  of  deposing,  to 
conjecture  that  it  would  be  found  to  be  one  of  the  conditions  of  the 
contract  (if  it  could  be  inspected)  that  there  should  not  be  any  cargo 
taken  on  board,  but  that  the  whole  space  should  be  reserved  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  passengers ;  and  that  these  witnesses 
[  •  425  ]  speak  correctly  lender  the  impression  *  of  their  understand- 
ing of  the  contract,  "  that  no  cargo  was  on  board." 
On  this  evidence  I  may,  I  think,  dispose  of  that  part  of  the  case 
which  depends  upon  character,  and  may  determine  that  the  vessel 
has  no  commercial  character  belonging  to  her,  that  can  be  said  to 
arise  out  of  the  nature  of  her  lading.  As  far  as  it  is  contended  that 
the  ship  cannot  be  considered  as  a  transport,  because  she  had  a  cargo 
on  board,  I  am  of  opinion  that  all  such  argument  is  effectually  an- 
swered, and  that  there  was,  in  the  understanding  of  the  parties,  no 
cargo  on  board ;  as  indeed  it  is  a  common  stipulation  with  transports, 
that  none  shall  be  taken.  It  is  said  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  form 
of  a  charter-party,  to  denote  the  vessel  to  have  been  a  transport, 
under  contract  with  the  enemy's  government  I  know  of  no  precise 
technical  definition  of  transport  vessels,  more  than  this,  that  they  are 
vessels  hired  by  the  government  to  do  such  acts  as  shall  be  imposed 
upon  them,  in  the  military  service  of  the  country.  In  this  country 
there  is  a  particular  department  of  office  called  the  Transport  Board, 
and  the  vessels  which  are  hired  by  that  board  are  distinguished  in 
common  language  by  the  name  of  transport  vessels.  Other  nations 
may  have  different  modes  of  conducting  this  service,  and  it  is  by  no 
means  essential  to  the  character  of  a  transport,  that  she  should  be 
chartered  in  any  particular  manner,  or  in  any  particular  form  of 
words,  or  by  any  particular  department  of  the  government  In  con- 
tracts made  abroad,  more  especially,  where  the  same  opportunities 
may  not  occur,  it  would  be  still  less  to  be  expected  that  they  should 
be  confined  to  particular  forms.  If  French  vessels  are  not 
[  •  426  ]  to  be  found,  others  must  be  employed  on  their  own  •  terms. 
The  form,  therefore,  is  of  no  importance.  The  substance  of 
the  thing  is  this,  whether  they  are  vessels  hired  by  the  agents  of  the 
government,  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  soldiers  or  stores  in  the 
service  of  the  state.  That  is  the  substance ;  and  it  signifies  nothing* 
whether  the  men  so  eoxiNe^jed.  ^x^  to  be  ^ut  into  action  on  an  imrne- 


HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  427 

Tho  Friendship.    6  C  Rob. 


diatc  expedition  or  not.  The  mere  shifting  of  draughts  in  detach- 
ments, and  the  conveyance  of  stores  from  one  place  to  another,  is  an 
ordinary  employment  of  transport  vessels,  and  it  is  a  distinction 
totally  unimportant,  whether  this  or  that  case  may  be  connected  with 
the  inmiediate  active  service  of  the  enemy.  In  removing  forces  from 
distant  settlements,  there  may  be  no  intention  of  immediate  action ; 
but  still  the  general  importance  of  having  troops  conveyed  to  places, 
where  it  is  convenient  that  they  should  be  collected,  either  for  present 
or  future  use,  is  what  constitutes  the  object  and  employment  of 
transport  vessels.  I  therefore  discard  that  distinction,  that  these 
persons  w^crc  not  going  on  an  immediate  active  expedition. 

Then,  what  are  the  circumstances  that  disclose  themselves  in  this 
case  ?  If  the  contract  is  not  on  board,  but  is  industriously  concealed 
from  the  master,  who  professes  to  know  nothing  about  it,  or  if  he 
wilfully  suppresses  the  fact,  though  it  is  in  his  knowledge,  that  will 
not  defeat  the  courts  of  the  belligerent  of  their  right  of  putting  the 
proper  construction  on  the  act  done.  This  then  appears,  that  it  was 
a  transaction  entered  into  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  French 
government.  It  was  done  under  the  authority  of  what  the  French 
call  their  public  functionary,  their  minister  plenipotentiary  in 
America.  There  is  •  an  order  from  the  representative  of  the  [  •  427  ] 
French  government,  dated  May  31,  "  directing  an  officer,  by 
the  name  of  Aubrey,  in  virtue  of  the  disposition  of  the  minister  pleni- 
potentiary resident  in  the  United  States,  to  disembark  from  The 
Elole,  and  to  go  on  board  the  American  ship.  The  Union,  destined 
immediately  to  France."  There  is  also  another  paper  from  the  com- 
missary of  marine  at  St.  Domingo,  which  grants  '^  permission  to  Mr. 
Septans,  late  accountable  agent  to  the  French  ship.  The  Felicite,  to 
return  to  France  in  a  neutral  vessel,  on  condition  that  be  should  pre- 
sent himself  to  the  constituted  authority  of  the  port  at  which  be 
should  land."  So  in  the  public  papers,  the  other  persons  also  are 
required  ^'  to  render  themselves  at  the  port  of  their  arrival. in  France 
to  the  bureau  maritime,  there  to  receive  further  orders."  There  can- 
not be  stronger  evidence  than  this,  that  these  persons  are  still  retained 
in  the  public  service.  Then  comes  the  certificate  of  the  French  con- 
sul at  Maryland,  which  orders  Mr.  Septans  to  go  on  board  as  accoun- 
table agent  in  this  ship,  to  "  preserve  the  police,"  which  is  a  strong 
term,  and  may  be  supposed  to  include  something  of  military  disci- 
pline, **  and  to  act  with  the  senior  officers  among  the  passengers," 
manifestly  keeping  up  a  military  subordination,  "  according  to  in- 
structions which  he  would  receive."  No  such  instructions  are  pro- 
duced ;  but  it  is  clear  that  some  must  have  been  delivered,  which  are 
now  w^ithbeld.     Then  comes  the  muster-roll,  which  describes  these 
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passengers  in  their  several  capacities,  as  military  and  naval  officers, 
and  mariners  of  all  classes,  being  the  relics  of  the  crews  of  two  ves- 
sels going  back  to  France,  still  preserving  their  professional  character 
and  sitaation,  as  part  of  the  marine  of  France,  subject  to 
[  •  428  J  the  •  orders  of  the  marine  department  on  their  arrival,  and 
going  at  the  expense  of  the  French  government     Is  it  not 
ludicrous  then  to  speak  of  the  cargo  of  this  vessel,  as  being  any  other 
than  these  passengers  for  whom  the  ship  was  freighted  ?     I  have  no 
doubt  that,  if  the  charter-party  was  produced,  which  is  now  skulking 
in  obscurity,  it  would  appear  to  be  a  fundamental  condition  of  that 
contract,  that  no  cargo  should  be  taken  on  board. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  vessel  is  to 
be  considered  as  a  French  transport     It  would  be  a  very  different 
case  if  a  vessel  appeared  to  be  carrying  only  a  few  individual  inva- 
lided soldiers,  or  discharged  sailors,  taken  on  board  by  chance,  and  at 
their  own  charge.     Looking  at  thef  description  'given  of  the  men  on 
board,  I  am  satisfied  that  they  are  still  as  effective  members  of  the 
French  marine  as  any  can  be.    Shall  it  be  said  then  that  this  is  an  in- 
noxious trade,  or  that  it  is  an  innocent  occupation  of  the  vessel? 
What  are  arms  and  ammunition  in  comparison  with  men,  who  may 
be  going  to  be  conveyed,  perhaps,  to  renew  their  activity  on  our  own 
shores  ?     They  are  persons  in  a  military  capacity,  who  could  not 
have  made  their  escape  in  a  vessel  of  their  own  country.     Can  it  be 
allowed  that  neutral  vessels  shall  be  at  liberty  to  step  in  and  make 
themselves  a  vehicle  for  the  liberation  of  such  persons,  whom  the 
chance  of  war  has  made,  in  some  measure,  prisoners  in  a  distant  port 
of  their  own  colonies  in  the  West  Indies  ?     It  is  asked,  will  you  lay 
down  a  principle  that  may  be  carried  to  the  length  of  preventing  a 
military  officer,  in  the  service  of  the  enemy,  from  finding  his 
[•429]  way  home  in  a  neutral  vessel  from  •America  to  Europe? 
If  he  was  going  merely  as  an  ordinary  passenger,  as  other 
passengers  do,  and  at  his  own  expense,  the  question  would  present 
itself  in  a  very  different  form.      Neither  this  court,  nor  any  other 
British  tribunal,  has  ever  laid  down  the  principle  to  that  extent   This 
is  a  case  differently  composed.     It  is  the  case  of  a  vessel  letting 
herself  out  in  a  distinct  manner,  under  a  contract  with  the  enemy's 
government,  to  convey  a  number  of  persons,  described  as  being  in  the 
service  of  the  enemy,  with  their  military  character  travelling  with 
them,  and  to  restore  them  to  their  own  country  in  that  character.    I 
do  with  perfect  satisfaction  of  mind,  pronounce  this  to  be  a  case  of 
a  ship  engaged  in  a  course  of  trade  which  cannot  be  considered  to 
be  permitted  to  neutral  vessels,  and  without  hesitation  prononnce 
this  vessel  subject  to  cowdemuatiou.     The  fustic  and  staves  were 
condemned  also. 
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On  prayer  that  the  master's  adventure  might  be  restored,  the  court 
said,  '^  I  shall  leave  him  to  the  mercy  of  the  captors.  He  is  a  man 
who  has  not  made  an  ingenuous  disclosure  of  the  facts  in  his  pos- 
session." 


•  The  Orozembo,  Brewster,  master.  [  *  430  ] 

September  24,  1807. 

Similar  point.    Ncatnd  ship,  chartered  to  carry  oat  officen  in  the  military  serrioe  of  the 

enemy.    Number  immaterial,  &c.    Condemned. 

Thi8  was  a  case,  of  a  description  similar  to  the  last,  of  an  Ameri- 
can vessel  that  had  been  ostensibly  chartered  by  a  merchant  at  Lis- 
bon, *'  to  proceed  in  ballast  to  Macao,  and  there  to  take  a  cargo  to 
America,"  but  which  had  been  afterwards,  by  his  directions,  fitted  up 
for  the  reception  of  three  military  officers  of  distinction,  and  two  per- 
sons in  civil  departments  in  the  government  of  Batavia,  who  had 
come  from  Holland  to  take  their  passage  to  Batavia,  under  the 
appointment  of  the  government  of  Holland.  There  were  also  on 
board  a  lady  and  some  persons  in  the  capacity  of  servants,  making 
in  the  whole  seventeen  passengers. 

On  the  part  of  the  captors,  the  Kinff's  Advocate  and  Arnold  argued 
on  the  facts  disclosed  in  evidence  —  That  this  vessel  was  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  transport  in  the  scr\'ice  of  the  enemy ;  that  she  was  char- 
tered unquestionably  for  the  purpose  of  canying  out  three  mifitary 
officers  to  the  settlement  of  Batavia,  under  the  special  appointment 
of  the  Dutch  government,  who  had  sent  these  persons  from  their  for- 
mer situations  to  Lisbon,  with  assurances  that  they  would  there  find 
a  vessel  chartered  to  carry  them  to  China,  or  rather,  as  it  must  be 
supposed,  immediately  to  Batavia,  since  the  principal  officer,  who  had 
been  examined,  admitted  that  he  should  have  compelled  the  master 
to  proceed  to  that  place.  It  was  a  case,  therefore,  that  came 
•  under  the  authority  of  The  Caroline  and  The  Friendship.  [  *  431  ] 
In  principle,  it  was  precisely  a  parallel  case.  It  w^as  an 
engagement  to  become  the  vehicle  of  conveying  persons  in  the  mili- 
tary ser\'icc  of  the  enemy,  to  the  settlement  of  the  enemy,  and  at  the 
disposition  of  the  enemy's  government  Under  this  description,  it 
would  be  immaterial  whether  the  master  wtis  conscious  of  the  fact  or 
not,  because  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  aver  bis  ignorance,  so  as  to  dis- 
charge himself  or  bis  vessel  from  the  consequences  of  an  illegal  trans- 
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action.  If  any  fraud  had  been  committed  against  him  or  his  owner, 
the  freighter  was  answerable  to  them.  It  was,  however,  scarcely  cre- 
dible that  the  master  could  be  ignorant  either  of  the  nature  of  his 
engagement,  or  of  its  illegal  character,  because  there  was  reason  to 
suppose  that  the  instructions  and  charty-party,  which  were  put  on 
board  to  give  the  voyage  the  appearance  of  a  mercantile  transaction, 
were  merely  colorable,  and  fabricated  for  that  purpose. 

On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  Laurence  and  Robinson  argued  on 
the  result  of  the  evidence,  that  there  was  nothing  to  affect  the  master 
with  a  privity  in  this  transaction ;  that  the  evidence  of  the  Dutch 
officer,  who  seemed  to  have  fairly  disclosed  the  whole  truth,  acquitted 
him  of  any  knowledge  of  the  destination  on  which  they  were  intend- 
ing to  proceed.  It  was  not  a  case,  therefore,  in  which  the  court  could 
hold  the  owner  of  the  vessel  responsible  for  the  engagements  of  any 
person  who  could  be  considered  as  the  agent  of  the  owner.    If  the 

contract  should  be  held  illegal,  under  the  construction  which 
[  *  432  ]  •  this  court,  having  a  view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the 

case,  might  be  disposed  to  put  upon  it,  it  was  merely  the  act 
of  the  Portuguese  freighter,  which  could  not,  by  legal  consequence, 
affect  the  property  of  another  person,  not  privy  to  the  transaction.  It 
was,  besides,  an  act,  so  far,  at  least,  doubtful  in  its  nature,  that  it  was 
not  referable  to  any  class  of  cases  in  which  the  opinion  of  the  courts 
of  this  country  had  been  distinctly  declared.  As  to  the  rule  borrowed 
from  the  law  of  contraband,  that  the  master  could  not  plead  his  igno- 
rance, it  must  be  acknowledged  that  the  two  cases  stood  on  very 
different  grounds.  The  rule  of  contraband  was  of  ancient  standing, 
and  familiar  to  the  minds  of  all  men.  It  was,  besides,  founded  on 
the  general  probability  that  the  master  would  be  acquainted  with  the 
quality  of  his  cargo.  But  with  respect  to  the  secret  destination  and 
intention  of  particular  persons  on  board,  in  the  character  of  passen- 
gers, it  was  impossible  that  he  could  conjecture,  much  less  know,  the 
purposes  for  which  they  were  going,  beyond  what  they  might  think 
proper  to  disclose.  The  destination,  in  the  present  case,  was  from 
one  neutral  port  to  another,  and  to  one  from  which  the  opportunities 
of  reaching  Batavia  were  so  frequent  and  easy  that  there  was  no  rea- 
son to  infer,  from  the  intention  of  the  persons  themselves  to  proceed 
thither,  that  the  master  was  apprised  of  their  intention,  much  less 
that  he  had  made  himself  in  any  manner  instrumented  to  their  imme- 
diate conveyance.  In  the  late  case  of  The  Friendship,  the  court  was 
anxious  to  guard  the  principle  then  in  discussion  from  the  dangpj  of 
being  applied  to  ambiguous  cases.  The  transaction  in  that  case 
was  founded  on  tVie  ac\i  ol  \Xi^  QrwtL<5x  Ivvcaself^  and  was  clearly  of 
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•  a  military  character.  The  contract  was  made  with  the  [  •  433  ] 
ostensible  agents  of  the  French  government  The  number 
of  persons  earned  was  considerable,  and  in  the  known  and  obvious 
character  of  military  persons,  going  directly  to  the  enemy's  country. 
This  was  a  transaction  of  a  commercial  nature  in  its  principal  fea- 
tures. The  military  persons  were  few  in  number,  not  taken  on  board 
in  their  military  character,  and  destined,  on  this  immediate  voyage,  to 
a  neutral  country. 

In  reply,  it  was  contended  —  That  the  number  of  the  persons  so 
conveyed  was  immaterial ;  that  the  principle  could  not  be  limited  or 
restrained  by  any  such  considerations.  The  conveyance  of  a  very 
small  number  of  superior  officers,  to  direct  the  operations  of  the 
enemy,  might  be  of  more  importance  than  the  conveyance  of  a  much 
larger  number  of  persons  in  subordinate  situations. 

Judgment. 
Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  the  case  of  an  admitted  American  vessel; 
but  the  title  to  restitution  is  impugned,  on  the  ground  of  its  having 
been  employed,  at  the  time  of  the  capture,  in  the  service  of  the 
enemy,  in  transporting  military  persons,  first  to  Macao,  and  ulti* 
mately  to  Batavia.  That  a  vessel  hired  by  the  enemy,  for  the  con- 
veyance of  military  persons,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  transport  subject 
to  condemnation,  has  been,  in  a  recent  case,  held  by  this  court,  and 
on  other  occasions.  What  is  the  number  of  military  persons  that 
shall  constitute  such  a  case,  it  may  be  difficult  to  define.  In 
the  former  case  there  were  •  many,  in  the  present  there  ( •  434  J 
are  much  fewer  in  number ;  but  I  accede  to  what  has  been 
observed  in  argument,  that  number  alone  is  an  insignificant  circum- 
stance in  the  considemtions  on  which  the  principle  of  law  on  this 
subject  is  built ;  since  fewer  persons,  of  high  quality  and  character, 
may  be  of  more  importance  than  a  much  greater  number  of  persons 
of  lower  condition.  To  send  out  one  veteran  general  of  France,  to 
take  the  command  of  the  forces  at  Batavia,  might  be  a  much  more 
noxious  act  than  the  conveyance  of  a  whole  regiment  The  conse- 
quences of  such  assistance  are  greater ;  and,  therefore,  it  is  what  the 
belligerent  has  a  stronger  right  to  prevent  and  punish.  In  tills 
instance,  the  military  persons  are  three  ;  and  there  arc,  besides,  two 
other  persons,  who  were  going  to  be  employed  in  civil  capacities  in 
the  government  of  Batavia.  Whether  the  principle  would  apply  to 
them  alone,  I  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  determine.  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  case  in  which  that  question  has  been  agitated ;  but  it  appears 
to  me,  on  principle,  to  be  but  reasonable  that,  whenever  it  is  of  suffi- 
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cient  importance  to  that  enemy  that  such  persons  should  be  sent  out 
on  the  public  service,  at  the  public  expense,  it  should  aflford  equal 
ground  of  forfeiture  against  the  vessel,  that  may  be  let  out  for  a  pur- 
pose so  intimately  connected  with  the  hostile  operations. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  master  was  ignorant  of  the  character 
of  the  service  on  which  he  was  engaged,  and  that,  in  order  to  support 
the  penalty,  it  would  be  necessary  that  there  should  be  some  proof  of 
delinquency  in  him,  or  his  owner.  But  I  conceive  that  is  not  neces- 
sary. It  will  be  sufficient  if  there  is  an  injury  arbing  to  the  bellige- 
rent from  the  employment  in  which  the  vessel  is  found.     In  the  case 

of  the  Swedish  vessel,^  there  was  no  mens  rea  in  the  owner, 
[  •  435  ]  •  or  in  any  other  person  acting  under  his  authority.     The 

master  was  an  involuntary  agent,  acting  under  compulsion 
put  upon  him  by  the  officers  of  the  French  government,  and,  so  fiir 
as  intention  alone  is  considered,  perfectly  innocent.  In  the  same 
manner,  in  cases  of  bond  fide  ignorance,  there  may  be  no  actual 
delinquency,  but  if  the  service  is  injurious,  that  will  be  sufficient  to 
give  the  belligerent  a  right  to  prevent  the  thing  from  being  done,  or, 
at  least,  repeated,  by  enforcing  the  penalty  of  confiscation.  If  impo- 
sition has  been  practised,  it  operates  as  force ;  and  if  redress,  in  the 
way  of  indemnification,  is  to  be  sought  against  any  person,  it  most 
be  against  those  who  have,  by  means  either  of  compulsion  or  deceit, 
exposed  the  property  to  danger.  If,  therefore,  it  was  the  most  inno- 
cent case  on  the  part  of  the  master,  if  there  was  nothing  whatever  to 
affect  him  with  privity,  the  whole  amount  of  this  argument  would  be 
that  he  must  seek  his  redress  against  the  freighter ;  otherwise  such 
opportunities  of  conveyance  would  be  constantly  used,  and  it  would 
be  almost  impossible,  in  the  greater  number  of  cases,  to  prove  the 
knowledge  and  privity  of  the  immediate  offender. 

It  has  been  argued  throughout,  as  if  the  ignorance  of  the  master  alone 
would  be  sufficient  to  exempt  the  property  of  the  owner  from  confis- 
cation. But  may  there  not  be  other  persons,  besides  the  master, 
whose  knowledge  and  privity  would  carry  with  it  the  same  conse- 
quences ?  Suppose  the  owner  himself  had  knowledge  of  the  engage- 
ment, would  not  that  produce  the  mens  rea,  if  such  a  thing  is  neces- 
sary ?  or  if  those  who  had  been  employed  to  act  for  the  owner,  had 
thought  fit  to  engage  the  ship  in  a  service  of  this  nature,  keeping  the 

master  in  profound  ignorance,  would  it  not  be  just  as  effect- 
[  *  436  ]  ual,  if  the  mens  rea  is  necessary,  that  *  it  should  reside  in 

those  persons,  as  in  the  owner.     The  observations  which  I 


^  ^«il^^^^  supttt^-H^.  vt. ^»  156, 
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shall  have  occasion  to  make  on  the  remaining  parts  of  this  case  will, 
perhaps,  appear  to  justify  such  a  supposition,  either  that  the  owner  him- 
self, or  those  who  acted  for  him  in  Lisbon  or  in  Holland,  were  conu- 
sant of  the  nature  of  the  whole  transaction.  But  I  will  first  state  dis- 
tinctly, that  the  principle  on  which  I  determine  this  case  is,  that  the 
carrying  military  persons  to  the  colony  of  an  enemy,  who  are  there 
to  take  on  them  the  exercise  of  their  military  functions,  will  lead  to 
condemnation,  and  that  the  court  is  not  to  scan  with  minute  arith- 
metic the  number  of  persons  that  are  so  carried.  If  it  has  appeared 
to  be  of  sudicicnt  importance  to  the  government  of  the  enemy  to  send 
them,  it  must  be  enough  to  put  the  adverse  government  on  the  exer- 
cise of  their  right  of  prevention ;  and  the  ignorance  of  the  master  can 
afford  no  ground  of  exculpation  in  favor  of  the  owner,  who  must  seek 
his  remedy  in  cases  of  deception,  as  well  as  of  force,  against  those 
who  have  imposed  upon  him. 

Having  stated  the  princi])le  on  which  my  judgment  must  be  under- 
stood to  rest,  I  will  advert  a  little  to  some  incidental  circumstances 
of  the  case,  before  alludt^d  to,  which  appear  deserving  of  particular 
observation.  It  has  been  argued  that  the  vessel  was  going  to  Macao. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  it  would  be  so  represented,  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  a  neutral  appearance  to  the  voyage  ;  but  it  is  equally  evident 
that  the  real  purpose  was  to  go  to  Batavia.  There  was  no  cargo  to 
be  delivered  at  Macao ;  and  the  passengers  who  w«*re  alone  to  be 
conveyed,  all  say,  "  that  they  were  going  to  Batavia."  I  have  no 
doubt,  therefore,  that  Macao  was  thrown  in  only  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  a  neutral  destination  to  the  voyage.  The  charter- 
party  •  has  been  produced,  and  taking  it  to  be  genuine,  there  [  •  437  J 
are  circumstances  in  it  that  could  not  fail  to  excite  suspicion 
on  the  part  of  the  master.  The  contract  is  made  in  Lisbon,  and, 
according  to  the  terms  in  which  it  is  drawn,  we  must  suppose,  that 
it  was  made  for  the  convf»yanec  of  a  cargo  of  goods  in  the  usual  course. 
One  provision  is  "  that  the  master  should  receive  the  freighter's  super^ 
cargoes  on  boanl."  It  does  not  very  frequently  occur  to  our  expe- 
rience to  st*e  more  than  one  supercargo  on  board,  except  in  adventures 
of  particular  magnitude,  or  under  circumstances  which  account,  in  a 
natural  manner,  for  the  employment  of  more  than  one  jwrson  in  that 
capacity.  But  here  is  a  plurality  provided  for,  in  the  (iT^t  instance, 
and  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  which,  as  it  turned  out,  was  to  carry  no 
cargo  whatever.  It  is  stipulated,  that  the  ship  should  be  "  at  his  entire 
disposal,  and  that  of  the  su])ercargoes,  or  passengers,*'  in  which  clause 
it  is  thrown  in,  for  the  first  time,  that  the  vessel  was  freighted  for  the 
conveyance  of  passengers.  The  rote  of  the  alfreightment  is  settled  at 
one  thousand  dollars  per  month,  on  which  I  cannot  but  observe,  that 
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it  appears  not  a  little  extraordinary  that  precisely  the  same  sum  shonld 
be  paid  for  carrying  out  passengers  alone,  as  for  carrying  out  an  entire 
cargo.  Another  extraordinary  condition  is,  "  that  if  the  supercargo 
should  be  disposed  to  put  an  end  to  the  voyage  in  India,  there  shonld 
be  paid  five  months'  af&eightment,  whether  that  time  should  have 
expired  or  not." 

Connecting  this  charter-party  with  what  appears  afterwards  to 
have  been  the  actual  course  of  the  transaction,  that  no  cargo  was  put 
on  board,  but  only  these  passengers,  who  are  not  usually  made  the 

subjects  of  stipulations  for  freight,  we  might  have  expected 
[  •  438  ]  that  it  would  have  led  the  master  to  inquire  what  was  •the 

number  of  persons,  and  on  what  occasion  persons  of  that 
distinction  were  going ;  because  it  appears  that  they  were  persons  of 
such  rank  as  to  require  particular  accommodation.  The  master  says, 
"  that  after  the  charter-party  was  made,  he  was  informed  at  Lisbon 
that  he  was  to  carry  no  cargo,  but  only  passengers,  and  that  the  ship 
was  equipped  for  their  reception,  and  was  undergoing  preparations 
for  that  purpose  through  the  months  of  March,  April,  and  May." 
Surely  this  fact  was  at  least  startling,  and  might  have  suggested 
farther  inquiries.  If  it  did  not,  it  is  not  easy  to  believe  that  decep- 
tion was  practised  on  any  person,  who  was  not  disposed  to  wink  very 
hard  at  what  was  going  on. 

I  have  no  doubt  whatever  that  this  was  not  the  charter-party,  but 
that  the  real  charter-party  was  made  with  the  government  of  Holland. 
Among  the  enumeration  of  voyages,  it  appears  that  the  vessel  had 
gone  recently  from  America  to  Rotterdam,  where  she  had  delivered 
her  cargo,  and  that  she  proceeded  from  thence  immediately  in  ballast 
to  Lisbon.  She  had  then  been  in  the  country  of  the  enemy,  in  whose 
immediate  service  her  employment  was  afterwards  taken  up.  Can 
any  thing  be  more  probable  than  that  the  real  contract  was  formed 
there,  and  that  the  vessel  went  to  Lisbon  only  for  the  purpose  of 
assuming  a  colorable  destination,  under  this  fictitious  charter-party 
which  has  been  brought  forward  ?  Another  contract  there  must  have 
been,  and  I  have  little  doubt  that  the  real  engagement  was  formed  in 
Holland.  That  supposition  is  confirmed  by  something  which  appears 
in  the  depositions  of  the  principal  person  on  board,  who  is  a  French 
gentleman,  and  a  general  of  brigade  in  the  Dutch  army.     He  says 

"  that  he  left  the  Hague  in  February,  by  the  directions  of  the 
[  *  439  ]  government  of  Holland,  who  ordered  him  to  proceed  *  to 

Lisbon,  and  informed  him  that  he  would  there  find  a  neutral 
ship  chartered  to  carry  him  to  Macao."  This  charter-party  bears 
date  the  13th  of  March.  It  is  impossible,  therefore,  but  that  there  must 
have  been  some  olVvei,  loi\vo\j  eoxMtlve  gpvernment  of  Holland  have 
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given  him  that  inrormation  in  the  month  of  Febraary,  unless  there 
had  been  some  secret  agreement  during  the  stay  of  this  vessel  at 
Amsterdam  ?  The  same  witness  says  ''  that  the  destination  was  to 
Macao,  and  that  the  master  was  not  privy  to  an  ulterior  destination, 
but  that,  if  the  master  had  refused,  he  should  have  compelled  him  to  go 
to  Batavia."  But  how  could  he  have  compelled  him?  By  force  he 
could  not  in  a  Portuguese  settlement.  It  must  have  been  by  the  pro- 
duction of  some  such  instrument  as  would  legally  control  him,  entered 
into  with  the  agent  of  the  ship  in  Holland.  On  every  view  which  I 
take  of  the  case,  on  the  principle  of  law,  or  on  the  evidence  of  the 
facts,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  pronouncing  that  this  vessel  is  liable  to 
be  considered  as  a  transport,  let  out  in  the  service  of  the  government 
of  Holland,  and  that  it  is,  as  such,  subject  to  condemnation. 


•  TuE  Atalanta,  Klein.  [  •  440  ] 

March  4,  1808. 

Unncotral  condact,  Uic  carrving  of  despatches  from  the  j^overnor  of  the  Lile  of  France,  to  tho 

miuUtor  of  marine  at  Paris,  cause  of  condemnation,  SxA 

This  was  the  case  of  a  Bremen  ship  '  and  cargo,  captured  on  a  voy- 
age from  Batavia  to  Bremen,  on  the  14th  of  July,  1807,  having  come 
last  from  the  Isle  of  France  ;  where  a  packet,  containing  despatches 
from  the  government  of  the  Isle  of  France  to  the  minister  of  marine, 
at  Paris,  was  taken  on  board  by  the  master,  and  one  of  the  supercar- 
goes, and  was  afterwards  found  concealed,  in  the  possession  of  the 
second  supercargo,  under  circumstances  detailed  in  the  judgment. 

The  case  was  argued  much  at  length  by  the  King-^s  Advocate^ 
Laurence^  and  Adams^  on  the  part  of  the  captors,  and  by  Robinson 
and  Sioddarty  on  the  part  of  the  claimants. 


1  [As  to  rarr>'in(:  (Icsfiatchc^  sec  The  Tulip,  3  Wash.  181 ;  Tho  ^kladaon,  £dw.  224 ; 
The  lUiml,  Ivlw.  228 ;  The  Carolina,  G  C.  Itoli.  461.] 

<  The  ship,  in  this  case  liad  Iwen  recently  pun^hascd  as  an  ^Vmerican  tcsscI  in  the 
Isle  of  France,  in  the  place  oT  the  fanner  vessel,  which  had  been  driven  into  the  Isle  of 
France  in  great  distress,  and  there  solil  under  the  authority  of  tho  Court  of  Admiralty 
of  that  island,  with  so  much  of  the  cargo,  at  was  rcc|uired  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
tninihipmcnt,  and  the  purchase  of  the  present  veoeL 
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It  has  not  been  thought  necessary  to,  insert  the  argument,  in  this 
report,  on  account  of  the  length  of  the  case,  and  the  very  full  manner 
in  which  all  the  topics  are  discussed  in  the  judgment. 

[  •  441 1         •  Judgment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  ship,  or  rather  that  of  which  the  pre- 
sent vessel  is  the  representative,^  sailed  from  Bremen,  with  a  cargo  of 
dry  goods  and  provisions,  part  of  which  had  been  brought  from 
Amsterdam  on  the  23d  of  July,  1805.  She  touched  at  the  Cape  of 
Good  Hope,  and  from  thence  proceeded  to  Batavia,  where  the  cargo 
was  sold,  and  another  cargo  taken  in  for  Tranquebar.  From  that  place 
a  returned  cargo  was  again  brought  to  Batavia,  where  the  present 
cargo  of  coffee  and  sugar  was  purchased,  with  which  the  ship  sailed, 
on  her  return  to  the  river  Jade,  in  December,  1806.  It  appears  that 
the  voyage  was  interrupted  by  a  violent  tempest  or  hurricane,  which 
visited  those  seas  at  that  time,  and  the  vessel  was  driven,  by  distress, 
into  the  Isle  of  France,  where  she  was  sold,  as  not  sea-worthy ;  and 

the  present  vessel  was  purchased,  which  sailed  with  the  caigo 
[  •  442  ]  that  had  been  transshipped,  on  the  12th  of  May,  1807.    •  The 

original  master  had  died  at  Tranquebar,  where  the  pre- 
sent master  was  appointed  in  his  place  by  the  two  supercai^oes,  who 
were  on  board,  and  whose  conduct  will  constitute  the  chief  subject  of 
observation  in  the  present  inquiry.  The  principal  of  these  two  super- 
cargoes is  Mr.  Gantt,  an  American  by  birth,  who  is  found  in  Europe 
at  the  commencement  of  the  present  transaction,  and  appears,  in  the 
opening  of  the  correspondence,  to  have  been  going  to  Amsterdam  and 
Paris,  and  to  have  returned  again  to  Amsterdam,  for  the  avowed  pur- 
pose of  superintending  the  purchase  of  parts  of  the  outward  cargo. 
The  correspondence  discloses  one  fact,  which  it  would  be  improper 
to  pass  over  altogether  without  notice,  though  I  shall  but  briefly 
animadvert  upon  it,  namely,  that  an  offer  had  been  made,  through 
this  gentleman,  of  an  expedition  jointly  to  be  undertaken  with  the 


*  The  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  at  tho  Isle  of  France,  which  were 
detailed  in  a  copy  of  the  process  on  board,  seem  to  have  taken  the  following  coune :  On 
arrival  the  master  entered  his  protest,  detailing  at  length  the  distress  and  damage  sus- 
tained, and  praying  a  commission  of  survey  and  appraisement  of  the  necessary  repairs. 
The  court  decreed  the  appraisement ;  and  the  report  of  the  surveyors  bebg  returned, 
in  act  of  court,  the  master  recited  the  amount,  and  the  inexpediency  of  repairing  at  that 
cost,  recorded  his  abandonment  or  delaissement,  and  prayed  a  sale ;  which  the  court, 
reciting  his  abandonment,  decreed,  as  also  the  sale  of  part  of  the  cargo.  .  The  whole 
transaction,  which  was  under  the  eye  of  special  supercargoes  on  board,  appeared  to 
be  conducted  mih  t\i(i  Btt\c\ftsl  ^it^titiQu  to  tho  interests  of  tho  proprietors. 
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house  of  Willis,  at  Amsterdam,  in  which  the  name  of  that  Dutch 
bouse  was  not  to  appear.  The  proposal  was  accepted,  in  the  first 
instance,  on  these  terms,  by  Mr.  Delius,  the  managing  ovvnor  of  the  pre- 
sent expedition  to  Bremen,  but  afterwards  declined.  I  am  not  disposed 
to  observe  too  rigidly  on  the  morality  of  expressions  thrown  out  in  a 
correspondence  of  this  nature  ;  I  content  myself  with  saying,  that  the 
objection  on  which  this  oiler  was  ultimately  declined  seems  to  have 
arisen  more  from  prudential  considerations,  and  from  apprehensions 
of  what  are  called  here,  British  pretexts,  than  from  any  sense  of  the 
impropriety  of  engaging  in  such  an  adventure.  This  is  all  that  I 
shall  say  upon  it. 

As  far  as  I  have  looked  into  the  proofs  of  property,  which  it  has 
become  unnecessary  to  examine  minutely,  I  sec  no  reason 
to  suppo.se  that  the  properly  *  does  not  belong  to  the  per-  ( •4*13  ] 
sons  for  whom  it  is  claimed ;  I  will  therefore  dismiss  that 
part  of  the  case,  remarking  only  that  the  principal  supercargo  is  a 
person  who  had  been  much,  and  immediately  before  the  voyage 
began,  in  Holland  and  France,  the  mother  countries  of  the  colonics 
with  which  this  vessel  comes  in  contact  in  the  several  stages  of  her 
voyage.  If  the  fact  be  that  any  thing  was  to  be  arranged  with 
respect  to  the  conveyance  of  despatches,  or  other  services  to  be  per- 
formed, this  supercargo  had  the  opportunity  of  settling  such  arrange- 
ments, by  having  been  personally  at  Paris,  as  well  as  at  Amsterdam, 
immediately  before  the  commencement  of  this  voyage.  The  vessel 
sailed  from  the  Isle  of  France,  in  May,  having  been  detained  some 
time,  as  it  is  mentioned  in  a  letter  of  the  su|)ercargo,  ^^  that  they  had 
been  detained  ten  days  by  the  governor,  without  any  reason  being 
assigned  ; "  however,  at  last  they  were  permitted  to  depart  on  the 
12th  of  May.  The  capture  was  made  on  the  14th  of  July,  by  The 
Argo,  private  ship  of  war,  being  on  her  return  from  the  south  whale 
fishery.  The  ship's  papers  were  demanded  in  the  usual  manner; 
and  again,  afterwards,  on  the  oth  September,  there  was  a  farther 
demand,  on  a  supposition  that  the  former  had  not  been  complied 
with.  The  mate  and  four  men  were  put  on  board  The  Argo,  who 
carried  the  vessel  to  St.  Helena,  where  they  met  his  Majesty's  ship 
The  Sir  Edward  Hughes,  under  the  convoy  of  which  ship  they  after- 
wards proceeded  to  England.  In  the  course  of  the  voyage,  some 
apprehensions  began  to  be  entertained  of  a  meditated  rescue ;  whether 
well  founded  or  not  does  not  appear ;  it  was  the  cause,  however,  that 
led  to  a  recjuest  that  Mr.  Meinen,  the  other  supercargo, 
might  be  removed  on  board  The  Sir  Edward  *  Hughe?,  and  [  *444  ] 
that  his  baggage  might  be  examined  for  concealed  papers, 
though  it  is  not  explained  what  had  given  rise  to  a  suspicion  of  this 
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kind.  On  this  search  was  found,  in  the  possession  of  Mr.  Meinen,  in 
his  trunk,  a  small  tea-chest,  at  the  bottom  of  which  were  discovered 
those  papers  which  were  sent  by  Captain  Ratsey,  of  The  Sir  Edwaid 
Hughes,  to  the  admiralty,  and  which  are  described,  in  the  letter  from 
the  secretary  of  state's  office,  "  to  contain  despatches  from  the  governor 
of  the  Isle  of  France  to  the  different  departments  of  government  in 
Paris,  stating  the  distress  of  the  colony,  and  requesting  assistance  to 
preserve  the  settlement  from  ruin." 

This  being  the  fact,  then,  that  there  were  on  board  public  de- 
spatches of  the  enemy,  not  delivered  up  with  the  ship's  papers,  bat 
found  concealed,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  persons  intrusted  with  the 
care  of  the  ship  and  her  cargo,  to  discharge  themselves  from  the  im- 
putation of  being  concerned  in  the  knowledge  and  management  of 
this  transaction  ;  and,  more  particularly,  they  might  be  expected  to 
do  this  on  their  examination,  which  contains  some  interrogatories 
that  point  to  the  delivery  of  all  papers.     The  account  given  by  Mr. 
Gantt,  is,  ''that  the  ship  was  detained, at  the  Isle  of  France  six  or 
seven  days,  but  for  what  reason  he  was  at  that  time  ignorant,"  though 
I  confess  it  appears  a  little  extraordinary  to  me  that  he  should  be  so, 
for  he  must  have  required  an  explanation,  on  behalf  of  his  owners,  of 
such  an  extraordinary  detention.     However,  a  packet  was  at  last  deli- 
vered to  him  by  the  commandant,  in  the  presence  of  the  master, 
addressed  to  the  minister  of  marine  at  Paris,  and  which,  on  the  arri- 
val of  the  vessel  at  Bremen,  he  was  directed  to  deliver  to 
[•445  ]  Colonel  Richmond,  *an  officer  of  artillery  on  board,  and 
second  in  command  at  the  Isle  of  France,  though  he  appears 
to  have  shipped  himself  as  a  planter,  and  as  an  inhabitant  of  the  Isle 
of  France,  for  the  purpose,  as  it  is  said,  of  avoiding  imprisonment  in 
case  of  capture. 

This  might,  perhaps,  be  the  real   and  the   only  inducement  for 
consenting  to  take   him  under  that  disguise;  but  even  that  is  an 
accommodation  which  neutral  ships'  masters  and  supercargoes  have 
no  right  to  afford.     If  an  individual  is,  from  his  military  character, 
exposed  to  the  operations  of  war,  it  is  not  for  them  to  throw  over 
him,  from  motives  of  compassion,  or  from  any  other  inducement,  a 
colorable  protection,  by  artifices  of  this  kind.     Mr.  Gantt  says  that  he 
remonstrated  with  the  commandant,  and  represented  to  him  the  dan- 
ger of  taking  such  a  packet,  since  he  could  neither  conceal  nor  dis- 
close it,  in  case  of  capture,  without  inconvenience ;  so  that  it  seems 
he  was  not  altogether  unaware  of  the  consequences  of  having  such 
things  in  his  possession.     To  this  the  commandant  replied,  "  that  he 
must,  on  such  an  event,  give  it  to  Colonel  Richmond ;  that  he  then 
accepted  it  undei  com^\x\svotv^  ^wd  ^\\.Vv  ^eat  reluctance."    That 
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may  possibly  be ;  and  if  the  oflencc  rested  on  that  alone,  it  might, 
perhaps,  be  harsh,  (though  strictly  legal,)  to  involve  him  in  penal  con- 
sequences for  on  act  done  under  a  constraint  and  compulsion,  to 
\vhi(*h  a  firm  man  might  be  allowed  to  yield,  meaning  to  act  properly, 
and  according  to  his  duty  respecting  it,  afterwards. 

That  leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  what  was  afterwards  done 
with  this  packet.  Mr.  Gantt  says,  ^^  that  being  directed  to  deliver  it 
to  Colonel  Richmond  on  the  appearance  of  a  strange  cruiser, 
he  did  'so,  on  being  chased  by  the  Piedmontese  frigate,  [•  446  ] 
about  a  fortnight  after  they  sailed,  and  that  he  did  not  know 
what  became  of  it."  Ancl  it  has  been  so  argued  for  him,  that  he  had 
dischargi^d  himself  of  it  altogether,  when  it  was  delivered  out  of  his  cus- 
tody, and  thought  no  more  about  it.  But  that  is  the  very  delinquency 
attributed  to  this  person,  that,  having  been  privy  to  the  taking  of  this 
packet  on  board,  and  having  it,  on  that  account,  imi>osed  on  him 
more  ])nrticularly,  as  a  duty  to  belligerent  cruisers,  to  make  the  dis- 
closure, he  did  not  disclose  it,  but,  on  the  contrary,  affects  to  have 
discharged  it  from  his  mind ;  for  it  is  quite  impossible  that  he  should 
really  discharge  his  mind  of  so  memorable  a  circumstance,  as  it  is 
pretended  he  did,  when  the  cruiser  came  up.  It  was  the  event  con- 
templated by  him,  and  thi*  parties  who  delivered  it  to  him,  which 
could  not,  therefore,  but  bring  to  his  recollection  that  there  were 
enemy's  despatches  on  board,  delivered  to  an  officer  of  high  rank,  who 
was  disguised  as  a  planter.  Not  to  iiave  pointed  them  out  to  the 
attention  of  the  captors,  amounts  to  a  fraudulent  dissimulation  of  a 
fact  which,  by  the  law  of  nations,  he  was  bound  to  disclose  to  those 
who  had  a  right  to  examine  and  possess  themselves  of  all  papers  on 
board.  All  that  Mr.  (iantt  states  further,  is,  that  he  has  heard  it  was 
found  in  the  possession  of  Meinen,  whom  he  believes  to  have  been 
ignorant  that  there  was  such  a  packet  on  board ;  but  that  gentleman 
has  been  examined,  and  then*fore  we  shall  see,  from  his  own  deposi- 
tions, what  account  he  gives  of  it  himself. 

I  will  first  take  notice  of  the  evidence  of  the  master,  who  was  also 
privy  to  the  delivery.     He  speaks  of  it  as  a  matter  of  notoriety,  "  that 
they  had  been  detained  several  days,  by  the  order  of  the 
French  government  *  of  that  place,  in  order  to  take  onboard  [  '447  ] 
a  packet,  which  was  delivered  to  the  supercargoes,  with 
orders  that,  in  case  any  strange  vessel  should  appear  in  sight  during 
the  passage,  the  ^aid  packet  should  be  delivered  into  the  possession 
of  Colonel   Richmond.     He  speaks  of  both  the  supercargoes  being 
present,  though  that  is  now  said  to  be  a  mistake.     It  is  perfectly  clear, 
however,  that  it  was  known  to  him  that  there  was  a  packet  on  board. 
Can  it  be  said,  then,  that  it  was  a  secret  to  him  what  became  of  this 
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important  packet  afterwards,  when  the  ship  was  detained  ?  Every 
one  must  be  aware  of  the  danger  of  having  papers  of  that  descrip- 
tion on  board,  as  Mr.  Gantt  admits  that  he  was.  Must  it  not  have 
been  a  matter  of  inquiry,  then,  among  them,  what  had  become  of 
this  dangerous  packet  ?  And  can  we  believe  that  Mr.  Meinen  was 
entirely  left  out  of  such  a  communication  ?  or  that  he  was,  in  efiect, 
ignorant  of  the  transaction,  whether  he  was  present  at  the  delivery  or 
not  ?  Mr.  Meinen,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  was  in  the  situation  of 
second  supercargo  on  board,  equal  in  authority  with  Mr.  Gantt,  as 
the  papers  describing  their  authority,  and  the  letter  mentioning  their 
detention,  import.  That  Mr.  Gantt  should  not  communicate  to  him 
that  he  had  received  such  a  packet,  &nd  that  it  was  for  that  cause 
they  had  been  detained,  is  so  much  out  of  all  probability  that  no  one 
can  give  a  moment's  credit  to  it  He  must  have  been  equally  startled 
with  Mr.  Grantt  at  the  detention,  and  equally  solicitous  and  equally 
entitled  to  know  the  cause. 

Let  us  now  see  what  account  Mr.  Meinen  gives  of  his  part  in  this 
transaction,  on  his  examination.  He  is  th^re  represented  to 
[  •  448  ]  have  deposed,  "  that  the  packet  *  was  given  to  Gantt  by  the 
governor,"  which,  it  is  argued,  manifestly  shows  that  he  was 
not  present  at  the  delivery,  because  it  was  received,  not  from  the 
governor,  but  from  the  commandant  of  Fort  Bourbon,  who  i?,  it 
seems,  an  officer,  in  the  situation  of  a  town  major,  and  not  to  be  con- 
founded with  the  governor  of  the  island.  I  see  no  material  contra- 
diction in  this  account,  because  a  delivery  by  a  subordinate  officer  of 
the  government  might  not  inaccurately  be  considered  as  a  delivery  by 
the  governor  himself,  without  the  necessity  of  a  personal  interview. 
Mr.  Meinen  then  states,  "  that  the  packet  was  delivered  to  Colonel 
Richmond,  and  that  on  Colonel  Richmond's  removal  from  The  Ata- 
lanta to  The  Argo,  he  desired  Mr.  Meinen  to  take  possession  of  a 
small  chest  of  tea,  which  he  did,  and  took  it  with  him  on  board  The 
Sir  Edward  Hughes,  where,  upon  its  being  opened,  the  said  packet 
was  found  concealed  under  the  tea,  of  which  he  was  totally  ignorant 
until  the  said  chest  was  found,  never  having  been  informed  thereof  by 
the  said  Colonel  Richmond." 

The  effect  of  this  representation,  then,  is  to  show  that  a  gross 
fraud  had  been  practised  upon  him  by  Colonel  Richmond,  deeply 
affecting  the  interests  of  his  employers.  I  do  not  perceive  that  he 
was  led  to  question,  in  any  manner,  the  anxiety  which  was  expressed 
about  the  box  of  tea  ;  yet,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  was,  in  itself,  a 
circumstance  of  strong  suspicion,  that  it  should  be  an  object  of  any 
attention,  with  an  officer  of  Colonel  Richmond's  rank,  to  protect,  in 
a  special  manuet,  a  paxed  ol  \.^a  q{  about  fifteen  pounds  weight, 
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which  could  not,  for  a  moment,  be  supposed  to  be  otherwise 
than  perfectly  safe  in  his  own  keeping,  'though  under  the  [•449] 
custody  of  any  captain,  either  of  his  Majesty's  navy  or  of  a 
privateer.  The  very  solicitude  expressed  by  such  a  person,  about  a 
trifle  of  this  kind,  must,  I  think,  have  given  cause  subodorari  aliquid^ 
so  as  to  have  put  .Mr.  Meinen  on  his  guard,  more  especially  if  it  was 
in  the  knowledge  of  the  individual,  as  it  must  have  been,  that  a 
packet  of  importance  had  been  delivered  to  this  very  gentleman,  in 
the  manner  above  described.  This  argument  is  a  little  weakened, 
indeed,  by  what  has  been  since  stated  in  the  aflTidavit  of  Mr.  Meinen, 
in  which  he  denies  any  knowledge  of  the  delivery  of  the  packet,  if  I 
undfTstand  him  right,  either  to  Gantt,  or,  afterwards,  by  Gantt  to 
Colonel  Richmond.  But  this,  I  think,  is  utterly  incredible.  That, 
after  having  been  detained  several  days,  for  some  unknown  cause, 
which  turned  out,  upon  the  final  explanation,  to  be  the  delivery  of  a 
packet,  it  should  be  received  by  his  colleague,  and  yet  be  kept  a  secret 
from  him  at  the  time,  and  again  during  the  voyage,  when  it  became 
an  object  of  attention  on  falling  in  with  the  Piedmontese  frigate,  is 
what  I  must  pronounce  to  t>e  out  of  the  compass  of  ail  rational 
belief. 

There  is,  besides,  a  letter  on  board,  which  shows  that  the  fact  could 
not  be  so.  It  is  a  letter  addressed  to  him  by  Mr.  Gantt  after  the  dis- 
closure, expressing  his  surprise  to  hear,  '•  that  the  despatches  which 
were  forced  upon  us  by  the  government  of  the  Isle  France,  had  been 
found  in  his  possession."  This  is  not  the  language  to  be  used  to  a 
man  ignorant  of  the  fact;  it  evidently  implies  a  mutual  privity  and 
knowledge  in  the  parties,  otherwise  the  writer  would  have  apologized 
for  his  own  separate  a(*t,  and  for  dissembling  with  him  upon 
a  point  of  so  much  importance  ;  it  is  an  *  expression  alto-  [  *  450  J 
gether  incompatible  with  the  asserted  ignorance  of  Mr. 
Meinen  ;  and  I  must  again  repeat,  that  assertion  of  Mr.  Meinen  to 
be  unworthy  of  any  credit,  it  being  clear  that  the  detention  at  the 
Isle  of  France  was  under  this  very  ostensible  reason.  If  Colonel 
Richmond  is  to  be  crt*dited,  it  was  for  the  sole  purpose  of  furnishing 
a  pretext  for  detaining  the  ship,  and  to  satisfy  the  supercargo  on  that 
head,  that  he  made  up  the  packet,  which  he  is  pleased  to  represent 
as  containing  nothing  but  insignificant  papers  relating  to  his  own 
p^'rsonal  concerns ;  and  his  statement  of  the  real  cause  of  the  deten- 
tion Is,  that  it  was  to  accommodate  him  with  a  passage  to  Europe, 
for  which  he  was  not  quite  ready.  Acconling  to  this  account,  the 
packet  is  that  which  would  be  ostentatiously  and  industriously  held 
out  to  the  master,  and  supercargoes,  detained  upon  such  a  pretence. 

There  is  another  letter,  written  by  Mr.  Meinen,  from  on  board  The 
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Sir  Edward  Hughes,  describing  a  list  of  things  left  behind  on  board 
The  Argo,  which  he  wished  to  have  sent  to  him,  and  amongst  them,  I 
perceive,  is  mentioned,  with  peculiar  solicitude,  this  box,  "which  was 
intrusted  to  my  care,  and  which  I  wish  to  have  in  my  possession.^' 
On  this  letter  I  must  observe,  that  it  is  in  direct  contradiction  to 
another  letter,  in  which  this  gentleman  endeavors  to  exonera^te  himself 
to  Captain  Ratsey,  from  the  legal  custody  of  the  box,  by  intimating, 
that  it  could  not  be  considered  as  being  in  his  possession,  since  he 
was  himself  in  the  power  and  the  possession  of  the  captors.     There 
is,  also,  on  this  point,  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Fleming,  who  was  an  officer 
on  board  The  Sir  Edward  Hughes,  a  person  without  any  interest  in 
the  question  at  issue,  and  whose  credit  is,  therefore,  quite 
[  •451  ]  unimpeached  on  •that  ground,  or  any  other.^     If  the  credi- 
bility of  his  testimony  is  put  in  competition  with  that  of 
the  other  person,  who  denies  the  substance  of  the  affidavit,  but  who 
is  at  least  in  the  situation  of  a  person  apologizing,  retracting,  and 
exculpating  himself,  it  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  doubt  on  which  side 
the  preference  is  due,  and  not  to  conclude,  that  the  anxiety  expressed 
was  on  account  of  this  box,  (agreeable  to  the  representation  given 
by  Mr.  Fleming,)  and  with  reference  to  the  contents  which  were 
actually  found  there. 

There  is  also  another  paper,  which  has  not  attracted  much  observa- 
tion, but  which  is,  I  think,  material,  as  enabling  the  court  to  judge  a 
little  of  the  conduct  of   Mr.   Meincn  on  this  occasion ;  and  ii  is 
always  of  great  importance  to  see  what  is  the  conduct  of  persons 
charged  with  the  possession  of  that  which  would  fix  guilt  upon  them. 
In  the  first  place,  what  may  we  suppose  would  be  the  natural  beha- 
vior of  a  person  having  a  noxious  packet  of  this  kind  palmed  upon 
him  ?  —  an   instant  ebullition  of  resentment   and    indignation ;  an 
eager  promptitude  to  exculpate  himself,  and  to  disclose  all  the  cir- 
cumstances which   might  prove  his   own  innocence,   and  cast  the 
reproach  on  those  to  whom  it  justly  belonged.     On  the  other  side, 
what  would  be  the  behavior  of  a  person  conscious  of  de- 
[*452]  linquency  ?  —  silence,  delay,  hesitation,  and  •reflection,  till 
something  could  be  patched  up  to  meet  the   imputation 
V  harged  upon  him  by  the  discovery.     If  these  are  natural  tests  of 


I  Mr.  Fleming's  affidavit  stated,  that  on  the  day  when  tho  order  was  giren  for 
searching  the  baggage,  which  was  to  be  done  afler  dinner,  Mr.  Meineu  was  much 
agitated  at  dinner  time,  and  could  not  eat ;  that  he  remarked  upon  it  to  Mr.  Meinen, 
and  that  he  replied  that  he  was  agitated ;  that  he  had  something  in  his  green  ches^ 
which  he  would  not  show  to  any  person  but  the  Lords  of  the  Admirality.  This  wis 
contradicted  by  Mr.  Meinen. 
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conduct,  it  will  be  obvious  from  them,  whjit  were  Mr.  Meinen's  real 
imprcr^sions  on  this  occasion.     The  paper  to  which  I  allude,  is  a  let- 
ter, or  draft  of  a  letter,  went  to  Captain  Ratsey  four  days  after  the 
discovery,  in  which  Mr.  Meinen  says,  "  since  the  moment  my  baggage 
was  searched,  I  have  looked  for  an  opportunity  of  speaking  to  yoa 
alone,  which  I  have  not  found.     When  Mr.  Richmond  was  leaving 
Tho  Atalanta  he  gave  me  the  tea-box,  requesting  me  to  take  care  of 
it,  and  return  it  to  him  on  our  arrival,"  which  is  not  very  consistent 
with  the  account  which  he  gives  elsewhere,  when  he  says  he  was  to 
forward  it  to  a  particular  house  at  Hamburg,  '*  not  suspecting  it  could 
contain  the  papers  which  you  found,  particularly  as  Captain  Klein 
had  refused  to  take  any  papers  at  the  Isle  of  France,  I  took  it  under 
my  care,  but  not  in  my  po:(session,  for  I  myself  was  in  the  possession 
of  Captain  leaden  of  The  Argo.     When  I  came  on  board  your  ship, 
I  did  not  bring  it  with  me,  and  if  I  had  known  that  it  contained 
political  papers,  I  should  have  left  it  in  the  hands  of  the  person  who 
gave  it  me."     Then  mark  the  description  which  this  person  gives  of 
a  man  who  had  treated  him  with  this  most  scandalous  dishonesty, 
and  when  he  had  just  detected  him  ;  I  say,  with  the  most  scandalous 
dishonesty,  for  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  a  greater  injury  to  be  done 
to  any  man,  than  to  palm  upon  him  the  custody  of  papers  which 
endangered  the  ship,  or  cargo,  or  both,  to  the  possible  extent  of  the 
entire  forfeiture  of  property,  of  so  large  an  amount,  committed  to  his 
care.    Of  such  a  person  Mr.  Meinen  writes,  notwithstanding, 
in  concluding  this  letter, "  who,  by  the  bye,  is  too  much  of  •  a  [  •  453  ] 
gentleman  to  deny  any  of  these  facts."     There  is  another 
passage,  which  is  crossed  out,  "as  to  Mr.  Klein  and  Mr.  (lantt,  they 
knew  nothing  of  it."     That  is  rubbed  out  in  this  paper,  which  appears 
to  be  but  the  draft  of  the  letter  which  was  actually  sent,  as  it  might 
naturally  occur  to  him  that  it  would  be  inconvenient,  if  they  who 
were  absent  on  board  the  other  ship  should  have  told  a  contrary  tale. 
He  then  goes  on :  *'  I  did  not  mention  this  before,  because  I  did  not 
wish    it  to   be  known  by  the  crew,  or  by  anybody  but  yourself." 
Why  so?     Could  an  innocent  man  have  any  wish  that  the  crew  and 
all  the  world  should  not  be  acquainted  with  his  innocence  ?     On  the 
contrary,  it  is  the  very  disclosure  whic'h  he  would  most  eagerly  have 
desired.     If  a  fair  man,  he  must  have  the  common  desire  to  exone- 
rate himself  from  the  oHence,  which  had  become  public,  and  to  make 
his  vindication  as  notorious  as  the  charge.    This  letter  convinces  me, 
looking  to  what  we  nmst  suppose  would  be  the  natural  conduct  of 
an  innocent  man  under  such  circumstances,  that  he  was,  in  fact,  fully 
apprised,  but  that  the  excuse  oflered  was  not  ready  at  the  moment, 
till  it  was  framed  upon  deliberation  and  rcllection.     It  is  impossible 
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to  read  this  letter  without  being  convinced  that  there  is  not  one  par- 
ticle in  it  to  which  any  man  can  give  credit,  as  containing  the  real 
sentiments  of  the  writer. 

On  these  grounds,  attending  to  the  facts  of  a  delivery  to  Gantt,  of 
a  delivery  from  him  to  Richmond,  and  finally  from  Richmond  to 
Meinen,  I  feel  myself  bound  to  pronounce,  that  there  were  papers 
received  on  board,  as  public  despatches,  and  knowingly  by  those  who 

are  the  agents  of  the  proprietors ;  that  these  affidavits  are 
[  •454]  utterly  unworthy  of  credit,  and  •that  the  fact  of  a  frauda- 

lent  concealment  and  suppression  is  most  satisfactorily 
demonstrated. 

The  question  then  is,  what  are  the  legal  consequences  attaching 
on  such  a  criminal  act  ?  For  that  it  is  criminal  and  most  noxious  is 
scarcely  denied.  What  might  be  the  consequences  of  a  simple  trans- 
mission of  despatches,  I  am  not  called  upon  by  the  necessities  of  the 
present  case  to  decide,  because  I  have  already  pronounced  this  to  be 
a  fraudulent  case.  That  the  simple  carrying  of  despatches  between 
the  colonies  and  the  mother  country  of  the  enemy,  is  a  service  highly 
injurious  to  the  other  belligerent,  is  most  obvious.  In  the  present 
state  of  the  world,  in  the  hostilities  of  European  powers,  it  is  an 
object  of  great  importance  to  preserve  the  connection  between  the 
mother  country  and  her  colonies ;  and  to  interrupt  that  connection, 
on  the  part  of  the  other  belligerent,  is  one  of  the  most  energetic 
operations  of  war.  The  importance  of  keeping  up  that  connec- 
tion, for  the  concentration  of  troops,  and  for  various  military  pur- 
poses, is  manifest ;  and  I  may  add,  for  the  supply  of  civil  assistance 
also,  and  support,  because  the  infliction  of  civil  distress,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  a  surrender,  forms  no  inconsiderable  part  of  the 
operations  of  war.  It  is  not  to  be  argued,  therefore,  that  the  import- 
ance of  these  despatches  might  relate  only  to  the  civil  wants  of  the 
colony,  and  that  it  is  necessary  to  show  a  military  tendency  ;  because 
the  object  of  compelling  a  surrender  being  a  measure  of  war,  what- 
ever is  conducive  to  that  event  must  also  be  considered,  in  the  con- 
templation of  law,  as  an  object  of  hostility,  although  not  produced 
by  operations  strictly  military.     How  is  this  intercourse  with  the 

mother  country  kept  up,  in  the  time  of  peace  ?  by  ships  of 
[  •  455  ]  war,  *  or  by  packets  in  the  service  of  the  state.     If  a  war 

intervenes,  and  the  other  belligerent  prevails  to  interrupt  that 
communication,  any  person  stepping  in  to  lend  himself  to  effect  the 
same  purpose,  under  the  privilege  of  an  ostensible  neutral  character, 
does,  in  fact,  place  himself  in  the  service  of  the  enemy  state,  and  is 
justly  to  be  considered  in  that  character.  Nor  let  it  be  supposed  that 
it  is  an  act  of  light  and  casual  importance.    The  consequence  of  such  a 
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service  ifl  indefinite,  infinitely  beyond  the  eflcct  of  any  contraband 
that  can  be  conveyed.  The  carrying  of  two  or  three  cargoes  of  stores 
is  necessarily  an  assistance  of  a  limited  nature ;  but  in  the  transmis- 
sion of  despatches  may  be  conveyed  the  entire  plan  of  a  campaign, 
that  may  defeat  all  the  projects  of  the  other  belligerent  in  that  quar- 
ter of  the  world.  It  is  true,  as  it  has  been  said,  that  one  ball  might 
take  off  a  Charles  the  Xllth,  and  might  produce  the  most  disastrous 
cflfects  in  a  campaign ;  but  that  is  a  consequence  so  remote  and  acci- 
dental, that  in  the  contemplation  of  human  events,  it  is  a  sort  of 
evanescent  quantity  of  which  no  account  is  taken ;  and  the  practice 
has  been,  accordingly,  that  it  is  in  considerable  quantities  only  that 
the  ofTeiice  of  contraband  is  contemplated.  The  case  of  despatches 
is  very  diJlerent;  it  is  impoi^sible  to  limit  a  letter  to  so  small  a  size 
as  not  to  be  capable  of  producing  the  most  important  conse(|uence8 
in  the  operations  of  the  enemy.  It  is  a  service,  therefore,  which,  in 
whatever  degree  it  exists,  can  only  be  considered  in  one  character,  as 
an  act  of  the  most  noxious  and  hostile  nature. 

It  has  accordingly  been  so  held  in  decided  cases,  that  fully  recog- 
nize the  principle;  for  on  this  principle  The  Constitution,^ 
Tate,  was  condemned ;  and  how  is  •  that  case  to  be  distin-  [  *  456  ] 
gui.ihed  ?     It  is  said,  that  that  was  not  a  case  of  despatches 
simply,  but  that  it  was  dependent  on  the  moditiod  relaxation  of  the 
principle  of  exclusion,  from  the  colonial  trade  of  the  enemy  in  the 
West  Indies;  that  it  was  also  a  case  of  carrying  backwards  and  for- 
ward:*, in  two  separate  instances,  from  the  Ilavannah  to  Truxillo,  and 
back  again.    But  can  these  circumstances  make  any  diiTerence  ?    The 
excluiiion  being  taken  oflf,  that  trade  stood  upon  the  common  footing; 
and  if  the  carrying  of  the  original  despatches  is  no  ofTcnee,  will  the 
circumstance  of  being  made  the  vehicle  of  carrying  the  answer  to 
those  despatches  make  it  so  ? 

The  case  of  The  Sally ,^  Grifliths,  has  been  mentioned  as  one  in 
which  this  principle  was  not  applied,  at  the  commencement  of  the 
late  war;  but  there  the  despatches  were  not  referable  to  the  operations 
of  war,  or  even  to  the  existence  of  war.  The  vessel  had  sailed  before 
the  knowledge  of  hostilities;  and  the  despatches  were  altogether  of  a 
commercial  nature,  from  the  French  minister  in  America,  relating  to 
a  contract  for  flour,  which  had  been  made  (wholly  unconnected  with 
the  war,  and  prior  to  the  expectation  of  such  an  event),  for  the  pur- 
pose of  supplying  France  and  the  French  colonics  in  the  West 
Indies,  in  a  year  of  great  scarcity. 


1  Lordf,  Uth  July,  1802.  9  Lonli,  12ih  December,  179S. 
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The  Hope,  Ferrier,^  is  another  case,  which  has  been  mentioned,  as 
an  instance  in  which  the  Superior  Court  passed*  over  an  imputation 
of  this  kind,  without  suiTering  it  to  obstruct  the  sentence  of  restitu- 
tion, which  was  finally  decreed.  But  in  that  case  it  was  admitted, 
that  no  such  paper  was  on  board.  There  was  merely  a  receipt,  ap- 
pearing to  have  been  given  by  the  captain,  for  a  packet  taken  by  him 

from  the  governor  of  Batavia,  to   be  transmitted   to  the 
[  •  457  ]  •  Dutch  minister  in  America,  and  to  be  forwarded  ultimately 

to  Amsterdam.  In  fact,  the  question  was  not  raised.  It 
was  argued,  that  the  packet  might  not  have  been  on  board,  and  that 
it  might,  notwithstanding  the  receipt,  have  been  sent  by  some  other 
American  ship,  of  which  there  were  several  lying  at  Batavia  at  the 
same  time.  The  case  came  before  the  Court  of  Appeal  from  the 
Vice- Admiralty  Court  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  the  Superior 
Court  acted  on  the  presumption,  that  the  court  below  had  made  the 
necessary  inquiry,  and  had  been  satisfied  on  that  point  The  appeal 
proceeded  on  other  grounds,  and  therefore  the  question  did  not  fairly 
present  itself,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal,  adopting  the  conclusion  of  the 
court  below  upon  the  point,  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  direct  far- 
ther inquiry  to  be  instituted  upon  this  fact,  when  the  cause  came  on 
to  be  heard,  and  when  the  opportunity  of  investigating  it  was  gone 
by.  The  effect  of  that  decision,  therefore,  has  no  application  to  the 
present  question. 

In  The  Trende  Sostre,^  in  which  the  same  fact  came  incidentally 
before  this  court,  the  question  of  law  was  avoided,  as  was  also  that 
of  contraband,  by  the  circumstance,  that,  before  the  seizure,  the  Cape 
of  Good  Hope,  to  which  port  the  vessel  was  going,  had  ceased  to  be 
a  colony  of  the  enemy,  and  had  become  an  English  settlement 

In  The  Lisette,  Petersen,^  which  had  carried  a  Dutch  packet  in  the 
Danish  mail-bag,  the  vessel  was  captured  on  the  returned  voyage, 
and  then  also  a  paper  of  this  description  was  produced  by  a  woman, 
who  had  so  discredited  herself,  by  the  manner  in  which  she  appeared 

to  have  acted,  being  the  person  who  had  taken  the  papers 
[  *  458  ]  on  board,  by  fraud  against  the  *  master  (who  had  conducted 

himself  optimd  fide^  and  had  exerted  his  utmost  influence 
and  authority  to  prevent  any  papers  from  being  put  on  board),  that 
the  court  repudiated  her  evidence  altogether,  and  refused  to  act  upon 
it  in  a  case  of  that  description. 

In  all  these  cases  the  principle  was  uniformly  asserted,  although 
the  circumstances,  under  which  the  fact  appeared,  did  not  lead  the 


^  Lords,  23d  April,  1803.  a  5t\^  Au^st,  1807.  3  5th  May,  1807. 
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court  to  consider  it  with  that  particularity  which  the  nature  of  the 
prcjten^  case  requires.  Unless,  therefore,  it  can  be  said,  that  there 
must  be  a  plurality  of  oflenccs  to  constitute  the  delinquency,  it  has 
already  been  laid  down  by  the  Superior  Court,  in  The  Constitution, 
that  the  fraudulent  carrying  the  despatches  of  the  enemy  is  a  crimi- 
nal act,  which  will  lead  to  condemnation.  Under  the  authority  of 
that  decision,  then,  I  am  warranted  to  hold,  that  it  is  an  act  which 
will  affect  the  vehicle,  without  any  fear  of  incurring  the  imputation, 
which  is  sometimes  strangely  cast  upon  this  court,  that  it  is  guilty  of 
interpolations  in  the  laws  of  nations.  If  the  court  took  upon  itself  to 
assume  principles  in  themselves  novel,  it  might  justly  incur  such  an 
imputation ;  but  to  apply  established  principles  to  new  cases,  cannot 
surely  be  so  considered.  All  law  is  resolvable  into  general  principles. 
The  cases  which  may  arise  under  new  combinations  of  circumstances, 
leading  to  an  extended  application  of  principles,  ancient  and  recog- 
nized, by  just  corollaries,  may  be  infinite;  but  so  long  as  the  continu- 
ity of  the  original  and  established  principles  is  preserved  pure  and 
unbroken,  the  practice  is  not  new,  nor  is  it  justly  chargeable  with 
being  an  innovation  on  the  ancient  law ;  when,  in  fact,  the  court 
does  nothing  more  than  apply  old  principles  to  new  circum- 
stances. If,  therefore,  the  *  decision,  which  the  court  has  to  [  •459  ] 
pronounce  in  this  case,  stood  on  principle  alone,  I  should 
feel  no  scruple  in  resting  it  on  the  just  and  fair  application  of  the  an- 
cient law.  But  the  fact  is,  that  I  have  the  direct  authority  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  pronouncing,  that  the  carrying  the  despatches  of 
the  enemy,  brings  on  the  confiscation  of  the  vehicle  so  employed. 

It  is  said,  that  this  is  more  than  is  done  even  in  cases  of  contra- 
band ;  and  it  is  true,  with  res|>ect  to  the  very  lenient  practice  of  this 
country,  which,  in  this  matter  recedes  very  much  from  the  correct 
principle  of  the  law  of  nations,  which  authorizes  the  penalty  of  con« 
fiscal  ion.  This  is  rightly  stated,  by  Bynckcrshoek,  to  depend  on  this 
fact,  whether  the  contraband  is  taken  on  board  with  the  actual  or 
presumed  knowknlge  of  the  owner.  I  say  pn*sumed  knowledge,  be- 
cause the  knowledge  of  the  master  is  in  law,  the  knowledge  of  the 
owner;  "  siscivcrit,  ipse  est  in  thlOj  et  navis  publkabitur.^  This  coun- 
try, which,  however  much  its  practice  may  be  misrepresented  by 
foreign  waiters,  and  sometimes  by  our  own,  has  always  administered 
the  law  of  nations  with  lenity,  adopts  a  more  indulgent  rule,  inflict- 
ing on  the  ship  only  a  forfeiture  of  freight  in  ordinary  cases  of 
contraband.     But  the  offence  of  carrying  despatches  is,  it  has  been 


1  Bynker.  L  P.  c.  12,  96. 
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dtfserred,  gre&rer.  To  lalk  of  ihe  cocnicatioa  of  ifae  noxioos  article, 
tbe  d^yiZch*n^  ^hich  consdnztes  ibe  penalrr  in  coatraband.  would 
be  lidlc^oos.  Tnere  wo^iM  be  no  irelgiii  depeodent  oa  ic  and  there- 
fore the  «an:e  preeiie  pecalrv  caczioi.  in  the  nanxze  of  tbiDg?.  be  ap- 
plied. I:  becomes  zbiolzzeW  neccasajy.  as  well  as  just,  to  resort  to 
some  other  measore  of  coo&scaixDn,  which  can  be  no  other  than  that 

of  the  vehicle. 
[  •  460  ]      •  Taea  comes  the  other  question,  whether  the  penalty  is 

not  also  to  be  extended  further,  to  the  cargo,  being  the  pro- 
perty of  the  same  proprietors ;  not  merely  ob  anUmeniiam  deUciij  bat 
likewise  becaose  the  representatires  of  the  uwuera  of  the  cargo  are 
directly  involved  in  the  knowledge  and  conduct  of  this  guilty  trans- 
action ?  On  the  circnmstances  of  the  present  case  I  have  to  observe, 
that  the  oflfence  is  as  mach  the  act  of  those  who  are  the  coDstitnted 
agents  of  the  cargo,  as  of  the  master,  who  is  the  agent  of  the  ship. 
The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  where  a  party  has  been  gailty  of  an 
interposition  in  the  war,  and  is  taken  in  deiido,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
the  aid  of  the  conrt,  to  obtain  the  restitution  of  any  part  of  his  prth 
perty  involved  in  the  same  transaction.  It  is  said  that  the  term  "  in- 
terposition in  the  war  '^  is  a  very  general  term,  and  not  to  be  loosely 
applied.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  is  an  aggravated  case  of  active 
interposition  in  the  senice  of  the  enemy,  concerted  and  continued  in 
fraud,  and  marked  with  every  species  of  malignant  conduct.  In  such 
a  case  I  feel  myself  bound,  not  only  by  the  general  rule,  ob  coniiM%' 
Ham  delicti,  but  by  the  direct  panicipation  of  guilt  in  the  agents  of 
the  cargo.  Their  own  immediate  conduct  not  only  excludes  all  fa- 
vorable distinction,  but  makes  them  preeminently  the  object  of  just 
punishment-  The  conclusion  therefore  is,  that  I  must  pronounce  the 
ship  and  cargo  subject  to  condemnation. 

The  CoL'RT  observed  afterwards  :  —  I  will  mention,  though  it  is  a 
circumstance  of  no  great  consequence,  that  I  have  seen  the  despatches 
in  this  case,  and  that  they  are  of  a  noxious  natiu'e,  stating  the  strength 
of  the  different  regiments,  &c.,  and  other  particulars  entirely  military. 
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•The  Caroline,  Doab,  master.  [  *  461 ) 

April  1,  1808. 

Despatches  on  board  a  nentral  ship,  but  going  from  tho  ambassador  of  tho  enemy's  state, 
resident  in  the  neutral  state.    Dbtinction  from  tho  preceding  case,  &c.i 

Tins  was  a  case  of  the  nainc  general  class*  as  the  preceding,  on 
the  question  of  despatches,  found  on  board  of  an  American  ship, 


»  [The  Atalanta,  6  C.  Kob.  i  40.] 

*  Other  ca/«C!i  that  ha^vc  occurred  on  the  qucftion  of  despatches,  arc  The  Constantia, 
Ilolbec,*  a  Daniiih  ship,  taken  on  a  vovagc  from  tho  Isle  of  France,  to  Copenhagen, 
having  un  boanl  a  packet,  which  was  to  be  delivered  to  tho  French  ambassador  at 
Copenhagen,  to  l)c  hy  him  forwanlcd  to  the  departments  of  government  in  France. 
Hostilities  with  Denmark  having  intervened,  the  claims  of  the  Danish  proprietor  coold 
not  be  given.  The  case  was  argued  only,  with  respect  to  the  interest  in  the  prize, 
between  the  crown  and  the  captors,  and  therefore  no  special  explanations  were  oflfered 
on  tlie  part  of  the  ma!«ter.  llie  court  observed,  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  master 
had  appcaret]  to  havo  taken  charge  of  this  packet  knowingly ;  and  though  there  did 
not  apiK*ar  to  have  been  any  fraudulent  concealment,  ho  luid  been  in  the  custody  of  a 
British  frigate  fifteen  flag's  without  making  any  <liscIoe<ure  of  the  fact ;  tliat  he  was  part 
owner  of  the  vessel  and  of  the  cargo,  and  had  l>ecn  entrusted  with  the  management  of 
the  expiHlition,  as  agent,  by  his  copartner ;  that  the  case,  therefore,  must  follow  the 
course  of  The  Atalanta,  independent  of  the  breaking  out  of  Danish  hostilities,  on 
which  only  the  chiim  of  the  crown  wa.4  founded.  That  the  captorv  were  entitled  to  the 
condemnation  of  the  ship  and  cargo. 

The  Susan,t  an  ^Vmerican  ves5el,  captured  on  a  voyage  from  Bordeaux  to  New  Tork, 
having  on  lioard  a  packrt,  addres8e<l  to  the  Prefect  of  the  Isle  of  France  (of  which  it 
did  not  appear  that  it  contained  more  than  a  letter,  providing  for  the  payment  of  that 
oiTicer's  salar}-.)  The  master  had  moile  an  affidavit  averring  his  ignorance  of  tho  coa- 
tents,  nnd  stating  that  the  packet  was  delivered  to  him  by  a  pri%*atc  merehant,  as  con- 
taining old  newspapers  and  some  shawls,  to  be  delivered  to  a  merchant  at  New  York. 
The  insignificance  of  such  a  communication,  and  itd  want  of  connection  with  the  politi- 
cal olijects  of  the  war,  were  insisted  upon.  But  the  court  overruled  tliat  distinction, 
under  ol)servations  similar  ti>  those  above  stated ;  and,  on  the  plea  of  ignorance,  obMrrved, 
that  without  .^ying  what  might  Iw  the  eflect  of  an  extreme  case  of  imposition  practised 
on  a  neutral  master,  notwithstanding  the  utm(><t  exertions  of  caution  and  gooil  faith  on 
bis  part,  it  must  Ihs  tiken  to  be  the  general  rule,  that  a  master  is  not  at  liU*rty  to  aver 
his  ignorance,  but  that,  if  he  L*  mode  the  victim  of  imposiition,  practiced  on  him  by  his 
private  agent,  or  by  the  government  of  the  enemy,  he  must  seek  fi»r  his  redreivs  against 
them,  lliat  in  this  instance  the  master  did  not  appear,  even  from  hi«  own  account,  to 
havo  used  any  caution  to  intbrm  him.'telf  of  the  nature  of  the  papers ;  that  with  respect 

•  15th  March,  1808.  t  Ut  April,  1808. 
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[  •  462  ]  which  had  been  captured  *  with  a  cargo  of  cotton  and  other 

articles,  on  freight  on  a  voyage  from  New  York  to  Bor- 

[  *  463  ]  deaox.    *  In  this  case  the  despatches  were   those  of  the 

French  minbter,  and  the  French  consul,  in  America,  goiog 

to  the  departments  of  government  in  France. 

[  •  464  ]    •  The  case  was  argued  by  the  King^s  Advocate  and  Laurence 
on  the  part  of  the  captors,  on  the  ground  of  despatches,  prior 


Id  die  diackeore,  althoogh  the  papers  were  not  so  kept,  as  to  implicate  him  in  the  chaige 
of  a  fraodiilent  concealment,  they  were  not  prodaced  to  the  captors  as  they  ought  to 
hare  been.  Hiat,  since  it  appeared  that  cases  of  this  description  were  multiplying  so 
&t,  as  to  baTe  produced  four  instances  of  neutral  Tessels  making  themselves  in  tkis 
manner  sabaerrient  to  the  porposes  of  the  enemy,  within  the  present  sitting,  it  nas 
neceasajT  to  be  known  that  it  would  be  considered  as  a  proof  of  fraud,  if  papers  of  this 
desciiptioQ  being  on  board  were  not  produced  voluntarily  in  the  first  instance.  In  this 
case  the  ship  was  condemned,  but  the  cargo  was  restored,  and  even  that  part  belooging 
to  the  owner  of  the  ship,  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the  master  had  been  appointed,  agent 
lor  the  caiga  But,*  on  prayer  that  the  master  might  be  allowed  his  private  adTentore, 
tike  cooit  obserre.,  that  this  was  a  description  of  cases  in  which  the  usual  indolence  of 
tike  court,  in  that  respect^  would  be  misapplied.  That  it  was  an  offence  originating 
chiedy  in  the  mijeondoct  or  culpable  negligence  of  the  master,  and  that  whilst  he  was 
acting  thus  culpably  and  wantonly  with  respect  to  the  property  of  bis  owner,  it  could 
nor  be  expected  that  he  himself  should  escape  with  impunity,  as  far  as  his  own  adren- 
tnre  in  uukt  transaction  was  concerned. 

Also  the  CAse  of  The  Hope,  Jones.!  an  American  vessel,  captured  on  a  voyage  fron 
Bor\ioa.ix  to  New  Yoii:.  having  on  board  various  despatches  to  the  officers  of  govern- 
ment in  the  French  West  India  islands,  and  the  Isle  of  France.  There  was  also  on  board 
a  nul-.ury  of:vvr  of  rank,  aid  du  camp  to  General  Villaret,  who  had  lately  come  from 
Martiu^'^e,  and  was  returning  to  that  island,  and  who  had  been  shipped  in  the  charac- 
ter of  a  mervhant's  clerk,  going  to  settle  some  outstanding  accounts  in  New  York.  The 
luasCtT  ciade  an  affidavit,  protesting  his  ignorance,  and  stating,  ^*  that,  in  answer  to  a 
revvuo5t  nude  to  hiui,  he  had  refused  publicly,  in  the  coflfee-house  at  Bordeaux,  to  take 
auiv  pub'.io  pajvr? :  that  the  papers  in^qucsiion  were  brought  on  board  in  the  officers 
h*^Ai^^  ar.d  hid  Uvn  stowed  away  in  the  hold  for  want  of  room  in  the  cabin  assigned 
V>  him,'*  Tbo  veraoity  of  this  account  was  contradicted  by  a  shipping  paper  on  board, 
tTV«n  the  ou$:otn>>houso  at  Bordeaux,  which  described  this  trunk  **  as  sent  on  board  ori- 
cinally  w::h  a  dirwiion,  that  it  should  In?  stowed  in  the  hold."  The  court  observed 
a^;n,  that  the  genenU  rule  must  be  held  stit)ng  against  the  averment  of  ignorance; 
tKjit  the  oirvniustancos  of  the  present  ease  did  not  even  approach  to  a  case  of  that  kind; 
that  it  'UTis  jcarcely  oniHlible,  that  the  master  could  have  been  deceived  with  respect  to 
the  charaoter  of  a  military  officer  of  high  rank,  so  as  to  be  imposed  upon  by  the  disguise 
ol*  a  merehantV  clerk,  which  he  had  pretended  to  assume ;  that  he  was  further  discre- 
dited, by  the  representation  which  he  had  attempted  to  impose  upon  court,  respecting  the 
manner  in  which  the  trunk  was  concealed.  The  court  condemned  the  ship,  but  restored 
the  oamo.  though  the  property  of  the  owner,  as  the  master  did  not  appear  to  have  been 
appointed  supercargo,  or  agent  with  regard  to  the  carga 
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to  the  case  of  The  Atalanta ;  and  by  Arnold  and  Jenner  on  the  part  of 
the  claimant.  It  was  afterwards  argued  a  second  time,  on  the  efTect 
of  a  distinction  arising  from  the  circumstances  of  the  despatches  being 
in  a  course  of  conveyance  not  from  the  colonies  of  the  enemy,  but 
from  a  state  in  amity,  and  from  the  public  ambassador  of  the  enemy, 
resident  in  that  state,  to  his  own  government 

Jlt)oment. 

Sir  W.  Scott.  This  is  the  case  of  a  ship  which  was  captured, 
having  on  board  despatches  from  the  minister  and  consul  of  France, 
in  the  United  States,  to  the  government  of  France.  The  court  has 
before  had  repeated  occasion  to  express  its  opinion,  that  the  carry- 
ing the  despatches  of  the  enemy  from  the  colonics  to  the  mother 
country,  is  a  criminal  interposition  in  the  war  that  will  lead  to  con- 
demnation. In  this  case  a  distinction  was  taken,  very  briefly  in  the 
original  argument,  which,  I  confess,  struck  me  very  forcibly  at  the 
moment,  that  carrying  the  despatches  of  an  ambassador,  situated  in 
a  neutral  country,  did  not  fall  within  the  reasoning  on  which  the 
general  principle  is  founded ;  and  I  cannot  but  say,  that  the  further 
argument  which  I  have  heard  on  that  point,  and  my  own  considera- 
tion of  the  subject,  have  but  confirmed  the  impression,  which  I  then 
received,  of  the  solidity  of  this  distinction.  That  the  carrying  the 
despatches  between  the  mother  country  and  her  colonies  is  criminal, 
can  hardly  be  doubted  ;  and  I  have  never  heard  of  a  claim  of 
privilege  of  this  kind  being  asserted  on  the  *part  of  any  [*465] 
nation,  or  by  any  individual.  On  the  contrary,  the  artifices 
of  clandestinity  and  concealment,  with  which  such  acts  have  always 
been  accompanied,  strongly  bt*tray  the  opinion  which  the  individnab 
themselves  entertain  of  the  right. 

It  has  been  asked,  what  arc  despatches?  to  which,  I  think,  this 
answer  may  safely  be  returned ;  that  they  are  all  official  communica- 
tions of  official  persons,  on  the  public  affairs  of  the  government.  The 
comparative  importance  of  the  particular  papers  is  immaterial,  since 
the  court  will  not  construct  a  scale  of  relative  importance,  which,  in 
fact,  it  has  not  the  means  of  doing,  with  any  degree  of  accuracy,  or 
with  satisfaction  to  itself;  it  is  sufiicient  that  they  relate  to  the 
public  business  of  the  enemy,  be  it  great  or  small.  It  is  the  right  of 
the  belligerent  to  intercept  and  cut  off*  all  communication  between 
the  enemy  and  his  settlements,  and,  to  the  utmost  of  his  power,  to 
harass  and  disturb  this  connection,  which  it  is  one  of  the  declared 
objects  of  the  ambition  of  the  enemy  to  prcser>e.  It  is  not  to  be  said, 
therefore,  that  this  or  that  letter  is  of  small  moment ;  the  true  criterion 
will  be,  is  it  on  the  public  business  of  the  state,  and  passing  between 


466  CASES  DETERMINED  IN   THE 

The  Caroline.    6  C.  Bob. 


public  persons  for  the  public  service  ?  That  is  the  question.  If  indi- 
viduals take  papers,  coming  from  official  persons,  and  addressed  to 
persons  in  authority,  and  they  turn  out  to  be  mere  private  letters,  as 
may  sometimes  happen  in  the  various  relations  of  life,  it  will  be  weD 
for  them,  and  they  will  have  the  benefit  of  so  fortunate  an  event  But 
if  the  papers  so  taken  relate  to  public  concerns,  be  they  great  or  small, 
civil  or  military,  the  court  will  not  split  hairs,  and  consider 
[  *  466  ]  their  relative  importance.  *  For  on  what  grounds  can  it  pro- 
ceed to  make  such  an  estimate  with  any  accuracy  ?  What 
appears  small,  in  words,  or  what  may,  perhaps,  be  artfully  disguised, 
may  relate  to  objects  of  infinite  importance,  known  only  to  the  enemy, 
and  of  which  the  court  has  no  means  of  judging.  The  court,  there- 
fore, will  not  take  upon  itself  the  burthen  of  forming  such  a  scale, 
but  will  look  only  to  the  fact,  whether  the  case  falls  within  the  general 
description  or  not. 

The  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  however,  do  not  bring  it 
within  the  range  of  these  considerations,  because  it  is  not  a  case  of 
despatches  coming  from  any  part  of  the  enemy's  territory,  whose  com- 
merce and  communications  of  every  kind  the  other  belligerent  has  a 
right  to  interrupt.  They  are  despatches  from  persons  who  are,  in  a 
peculiar  manner,  the  favorite  objects  of  the  protection  of  the  law  of 
nations,  ambassadors,  resident  in  a  neutral  country,  for  the  purpose 
of  preserving  the  relations  of  amity  between  that  state  and  his  own 
government. 

On  these  grounds  a  very  material  distinction  arises,  with  respect 
to  the  right  of  furnishing  the  conveyance.  The  former  cases  were  cases 
of  neutral  ships,  carrying  the  enemy's  despatches,  from  his  colonies 
to  the  mother  country.  In  all  such  cases  you  have  a  right  to  con- 
clude, that  the  effect  of  those  despatches  is  hostile  to  yourself,  because 
they  must  relate  to  the  security  of  the  enemy's  possessions,  and  to  the 
maintenance  of  a  communication  between  them ;  you  have  a  right 
to  destroy  these  possessions  and  that  communication ;  and  it  is  a  legal 
act  of  hostility  so  to  do.  But  the  neutral  country  has  a  right 
[  *  467  ]  to  preserve  *  its  relations  with  the  enemy,  and  you  zie  not 
at  liberty  to  conclude,  that  any  communication  between 
them  can  partake,  in  any  degree,  of  the  nature  of  hostility  against  you. 
The  enemy  may  have  his  hostile  projects  to  be  attempted  with  the 
neutral  state ;  but  your  reliance  is  on  the  integrity  of  that  neutral 
state,  that  it  will  not  favor  nor  participate  in  such  designs,  but,  as  far 
as  its  own  councils  and  actions  are  concerned,  will  oppose  them. 
And  if  there  should  be  private  reason  to  suppose,  that  this  confidence 
in  the  good  faith  of  the  neutral  state  has  a  doubtful  foundation,  that 
is  matter  for  the  caution  of  the  government,  to  be  counteracted  by 
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just  measures  of  preventive  policy,  but  it  is  no  ground,  on  which  this 
court  can  pronounce  that  the  neutral  carrier  has  violated  his  duty  by 
bearing  despatches,  which,  as  far  as  he  can  know,  may  be  presumed 
to  be  of  an  innocent  nature,  and  in  the  maintenance  of  a  pacific  con- 
nection. One  material  ground,  therefore,  is  wanting,  on  which  the 
judgment  of  the  court  proceeded  in  the  former  cases.  Another  dis- 
tinction  arises,  from  the  character  of  the  person  who  is  employed  in 
the  correspondence ;  he  is  not  an  executive  officer  of  the  government, 
acting  simply  in  the  conduct  of  its  own  aflfairs  within  its  own  territo- 
ries, but  an  ambassador  resident  in  a  neutral  state,  for  the  purpose  of 
supporting  an  amicable  relation  with  it. 

I    have    before  said,  that  persons   discharging   the  functions   of 
ambassadors,  are,  in  a  peculiar  manner,  objects  of  the  protection  and 
favor  of  the  law  of  nations.    The  limits  that  are  assigne(^to  the  ope- 
rations  of  war  against  them,  by  Vattel,  and  other  writers 
upon  those  subjects,  are,  that  you  may  exercise  your  *  right  [  *  468  ] 
of  war  against  them,  wherever  the  character  of  hostility  ex- 
ists.    You  may  stop  the  ambassador  of  your  enemy  on  his  passage; 
but  when  he  has  arrived,  and  has  taken  upon  himself  the  functions  of 
his  office,  and  has  been  admitted  in  his  representative  character,  he 
becomes  a  sort  of  middle-man,  entitled  to  peculiar  privileges,  as  set 
apart  for  the  protection  of  the  relations  of  amity  and  peace,  in  main- 
taining which  all  nations  are,  in  some  degree,  interested.    It  has  been 
argued,  that  he  retains  his  national  character  unmixed,  and  that  even 
his  residence  is  considered  as  a  residence  in  his  own  country.     But 
that  is  a  fiction  of  law  invented  for  his  further  protection  only,  and  as 
such  a  fiction,  it  is  not  to  be  extended  beyond  the  reasoning  on  which 
it  depends.     It  was  intended  as  a  privilege;  and  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  instance,  in  which  it  has  been  urged  to  his  disadvantage.    Could 
it  be  said  that  he  would,  on  that  principle,  be  subject  to  any  of  the 
rights  of  war  in  a  neutral  territory  ?     Certainly  not     lie  is  there  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  communications  of  peaoe  and  amity, 
for  the  interest  of  his  own  country  primarily,  but  at  the  same  time, 
for  the  furtherance  and  protection  of  the  interests,  which  the  neutral 
country  also  has  in  the  continuance  of  those  relations. 

It  is  to  be  considered,  also,  with  regard  to  this  question,  what  may 
be  due  to  the  convenience  of  the  neutral  state ;  for  its  interests  may 
require  that  the  intercourse  of  correspondence  with  the  enemy's  coun- 
try sh(9uld  not  be  altogether  interdicted.  It  might  be  thought  to 
amount  almost  to  a  declaration,  that  an  ambassador  from  the  enemy 
shall  not  reside  in  the  neutral  state,  if  he  is  declared  to  be  debarred 
from  the  only  means  of  communicating  with  his  own.  For 
to  what  useful  purpose  can  he  reside  *  there,  without  the  [  *  469  ] 
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opportunities  of  such  a  communication?  It  is  too  much  to  say, 
that  all  the  business  of  the  two  states  shall  be  transacted  by  the 
minister  of  the  neutral  state,  resident  in  the  enemy's  country.  The 
practice  of  nations  has  allowed  to  neutral  states  the  privilege  of  re- 
ceiving ministers  from  the  belligerent  states,  and  the  use  and  con- 
venience of  an  immediate  negotiation  with  them. 

It  is  said,  and  truly  said,  that  this  exception  may  be  liable  to  great 
abuses,  and,  so  perhaps,  will  any  rule  that  can  be  laid  down  on  this 
subject :  — 

Mille  adde  catenas ; 


Effagiet  tamen  hsec 


Opportunities  of  conveying  intelligence  may  always  exist  in  some 
form  or  other.  It  may  happen,  that  much  mischief  may  arise  by  the 
communication  of  news,  in  the  private  letters  of  intriguing  private 
men,  or,  as  the  French  government  has-  been  much  in  the  habit  of 
employing  such  characters,  of  intriguing  women ;  but  if  they  are  not 
stamped  with  the  character  of  public  communications,  this  court  can- 
not pursue  the  consequence  to  the  penalty  of  those  persons,  who  may 
be  made  the  vehicles  of  conveying  such  a  correspondence.  It  has 
been  argued  truly,  that  whatever  the  necessities  of  the  negotiation 
may  be,  a  private  merchant  is  under  no  obligation  to  be  the  carrier 
of  the  enemy's  despatches  to  his  own  government.  Certainly  he  is 
not ;  and  one  inconvenience,  to  which  he  may  be  held  fairly  subject, 
is  that  of  having  his  vessel  brought  in  for  examination,  and  of  the 
necessary  detention  and  expense.  He  gives  the  captors  an  undenia- 
ble right  to  intercept  and  examine  the  nature,  and  contents 
[  •  470  ]  of  the  papers,  which  he  is  carrying ;  *  for  they  may  be  pa- 
pers of  an  injurious  tendency,  although  not  such,  on  any 
a  priori  presumption,  as  to  subject  the  party  who  carries  them  to  the 
penalty  of  confiscation,  and  by  giving  the  captors  the  right  of  that 
inquiry,  he  must  submit  to  all  the  inconvenience  that  may  attend  it 
Ship  and  cargo  restored  on  payment  of  captors'  expense. 
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No.  I. 

Paris,  le  24  Deccmbrc,  1606. 
Monsieur  lb  Ministre  Plenipotentiaire  : 

Je  m^cmpressc  do  rt:|>0Ddre  d  la  note  quo  vous  m^avcz  fait  Phonncur  de 
m^addrcsscr  lo  20  de  ce  mois. 

Je  penso  que  le  ducrct  imperial  du  21  Novcmbre  dernier,  n^apporte  jusqu^ici 
aucuno  modification  aux  reglemens  actuellement  observes  en  France,  i  IVgard 
dcs  navigateurs  ncutres,  ni  consequemment  JL  la  convention  du  30  Soptembre, 
1800,  (8  vendvmaire,  an.  9,)  avec  les  Etats  Unis  d'Amerique. 

Mais,  quoiquo  par  cette  reponse,  les  quatre  questions  sur  lesquelles  votre 
excellence  a  desire  connaitro  mon  opinion,  se  trouvent  implicitement  n:solues, 
je  crois  pouvoir  ajoutcr,  — 

1.  Que  la  declaration  expriroe  par  Particle  1.  du  decretdu  21  Novembrc,  ne 
changeant  point  la  legislation  Francaiso  actuello  sur  la  prises  maritimes,  il  n^y 
a  nul  motif  de  rechercher  quelle  interpretation,  ou  restreinte,  ou  etendue  peut 

tre  donn<5o  JL  cet  article. 

2.  Que  de  sabies  controires  aux  reglemens  octuels  sur  le  course,  ne  seraient 
point  allouces  aux  capteurs. 

3.  Qu^un  navire  Americain  no  pourrait  etre  pris  en  mer,  par  le  seulo  raison 
qu^il  va  dans  un  des  ports  do  PAnglcterre,  ou  qu^il  en  revient,  puisque,  con* 
forme  ment  k  Particle  7  dud  it  decrct,  on  doit  se  bomer  en  France,  a  ne  pas 
admittre  les  bitimens  Tenant  de  PAngleterre  ou  des  colonies  Anglaises. 

4.  Que  les  dispositions  des  articles  2  et  5  dudit  decrct,  s^appliquent  natu- 
rellement  aux  citoyens  etrangcrs,  domicilies  en  Franco,  ou  dans  les  pays  occu- 
pes  par  les  troupes  do  S.  M.  Empercur  et  Roi,  attendu  quclles  ont  lo  caractere 
d^une  loi  generate ;  mais  qu^il  conviendrait  que  votro  excellence  trai- 

t&t  avec  le  ministrc  des  relations  *  exterieurcs  ce  qui  conceme  lo  cor-  [  *  2  ] 
rcspondanco  des  citoyens  des  £tats  Unis  do  PAmcrique  avec  PAn- 
gleterre. 

Jo  prie  votre  Excellence,  Monsieur  lo  ministre  plunipotentiaire,  de  recevoir 
l^anurance  de  ma  baut  consideration. 

Le  ministre  de  la  marine  et  des  colonies, 

Signe  DfiCRis. 
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P.  S.  II  n^happera  pas  a  Monsieur  le  g^n^ral  ArmstroDg,  qae  mes  r^pooses 
ne  peuvent  avoir  le  d^veloppement  qu^elles  recevraient  du  ministre  des  rela- 
tions extdrieures,  et  que  c^est  naturellcment  i  lui  qu^il  doit  s^adresser  pour  ces 
explications,  que  je  suis  fort  aise  de  lui  donner  puisquMl  les  d^ire,  mais  sur 
lesquelles  j^ai  des  donnees  moins  positives  que  le  prince  de  B<^n^vent 

Conforme  k  Toriginal, 

Signe  D.-B.  Warden, 
Secretaire  du  Ministre  Plenipotenliaire  de  £taU  Unit. 


[♦3  ]  *NOTE  I. 

On  the  Practice  of  the  British  Prize  Courts ,  with  regard  to  the  Colonial  Trade  of  the 

enemtfj  during  the  American  War,  i^c. 

In  some  publications  which  have  appeared  daring  the  last  two  or  three  years,  reU- 
tive  to  the  principles  that  are  applied  by  this  country  to  the  colonial  trade  of  the  enemj, 
the  practice  of  tiie  American  war  is,  amongst  other  topics,  brought  into  dtscosBioo. 
From  the  manner  in  which  that  part  of  the  subject  is  treated,  it  may  be  infened  diat 
the  Prize  history  of  that  period  is  but  very  imperfectly  understood.  It  is  merely  /or 
the  purpose  of  putting  on  record  a  faithful  statement  oi  fkcts,  that  the  fbUowing  note 
is  constructed,  as  a  supplement  to  those  passages  in  the  several  volumes  of  tbese  reports 
in  which  the  subject  is  incidentally  mentioned. 

In  one  treatise,  generally  ascribed  to  a  gentleman  high  in  official  situation  under  bis 
own  government,  it  seems  to  be  assumed,  that  the  principle  of  disputing  the  legality  of 
trading  with  the  colonies  of  the  enemy,  which  had  been  acted  upon,  with  much  pre- 
cbion,  in  the  war  of  1756,  was  totally  intermitted,  as  a  pretension  not  advanced  in  the 
political  or  judicial  discussions  of  the  subsequent  war.  "  The  next  inquiry,"  it  is  said, 
"  relates  to  the  war  of  the  American  revolution,  or  the  French  war  of  1778.  Here  it 
is  conceded,  on  the  British  side,  that  the  new  principle  was,  throughout  that  period, 
entirely  suspended.  On  the  other  side,  it  may  be  affirmed  that  it  was  absolutely  aban- 
doned." 

What  the  principle  was,  in  form  and  effect,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to  state  with  par- 
ticularity in  this  place.    With  respect  to  its  origin,  it  may  be  not  so  superfluous  to 
remark  that  it  is  sometimes  \Qry  incorrectly  termed  the  principle  of  the  war  of  1 756, 
and  that  advantage  is  taken  of  this  manner  of  describing  it,  when  it  is  staled  "a  new 
principle,"  and  when  it  is  said  "  to  be  a  material  fact  that  the  principle  was 
[  *  4  ]  *  never  asserted  or  enforced  before  the  war  of  1756."     To  assign  the  proper 
origin  to  this  principle  will  not  appear  immaterial,  if  it  is  recollected  that  a 
prominent  part  of  the  question  in  dispute  is  placed  on  this  consideration,  Whether  it 
was  a  principle  of  partial  and  occasional  application  merely,  and  whether  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  practice,  which  took  place  at  the  close  of  the  American  war,  amounted 
to  a  general  and  unqualified  renunciation  ?  or  whether  the  reverse  of  this  represent- 
ation is  not  more  consonant  to  the  truth ;  that  the  principle  was  universal  in  its  esta- 
blishment, as  naturally  incident  to  the  state  of  facts  out  of  which  it  grew ;  and  that  the 
diseontinuance  was  occasional  only,  and  dependent  on  schemes  of  colonial  policy,  which 
have  since  been  superseded  and  withdrawn. 

As  a  measure  of  practical  hostility,  it  would  necessarily  follow  in  order  of  time,  and 
be  dependent  on,  the  subject  against  which  it  operated,  the  increasmg  importance 


APPENDIX.  V 

of  this  branch  of  tho  enemy's  resource.*,  and  the  policy  observed  by  the  enemy  with 
respect  to  it  In  what  proportion  this  branch  of  tho  commerce  of  France  had  been 
growing  up,  in  common  with  the  colonial  interests  of  otiicr  European  nations,  may  bo 
seen  in  a  striking  point  of  view  in  Mr.  Arnold's  History  of  tho  Commercial  Relations 
and  the  Babnce  of  Trade  of  France,*  in  wliich  work  tho  produce  of  the  colonics  is 
considered,  throaghout,  as  the  great  staple  commodity  by  which  that  country  was  ena- 
bled to  support  and  carry  on  her  commerce  with  the  northern  states.  AVhat  the  policy 
of  Franco  has  been  relative  to  this  peculiar  trade,  and  how  litdo  reason  there  is  to  im- 
peach the  principle  itself,  from  any  delay  or  indctermination  that  can  bo  attributed  to 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  originally  applied,  may  be  collected,  also,  from  tho  state- 
ments of  French  writers.  From  the  passages  subjoined  ^  it  will  appear  that 
the  war  of  1756  was  *not  the  first  instance  in  which  the  protection  of  the  [  *5  ] 
colonial  trade  of  France,  by  the  intcnrention  of  neutral  privileges,  had  been 
made  a  device  and  stratagem  of  war,  and  that  it  was  so  fiir,  at  least,  counteracted,  in 
effect,  by  this  countr}',  in  tlic  preceding  wars  of  that  century,  as  to  be  immediately 
abandoned.  The  iluctuatiuns  of  policy  thus  abruptly  pursued  by  the  enemy,  will 
best  explain  how  it  may  have  hapi>cned  that  the  princijile  did  not  assume  its  more  dis- 
tinct cliaractcr  prior  to  the  war  of  175(>.  "With  respect  to  the  suspension  of  the  prin- 
ciple, as  described  in  the  work  above  mentioned,  it  will  be  the  object  of  the  following 
notti  to  show  what  the  course  of  that  suspension  actually  was,  how  far  it  may  be  con- 
sidered as  an  entire  suspension  throughout  that  war,  or  as  an  abeoluto  abandonment, 
and  at  what  particular  time  it  was  introduced. 

In  another  passage  of  the  same  treatise,  referring  to  tho  explanation  which  has  l)cen 
given  of  that  suspension,  a  doubt  is  suggested  whether  the  views  ascribed  to  the 
French  government,  and  the  construction  asserted  to  have  been  put  upon  them  by  the 
Prize  Courts  of  this  countr}'  can  be  shown  by  any  evidence  to  have  led  to  the  relaxa- 
tion in  (question.    '*At  what  particular  time,  it  is  asked,  and  in  what  particular  terms, 
this  important  dechiration  by  France  was  made,  is  not  mentiuncdj  nor  has  any  sueh 
decUuration  been  dii?covercd  by  a  search  which  has  been  carried  through  all  the  French 
codes,  and  such  of  tlie  annals  of  the  times  as  were  most  likely  to  contain  it ;  and  with- 
out some  further  account  of  this  declaration,  or  this  'profession'  on  the 
part  of  France,  as  it  is  elsewhere  called,  it  is  impossible  *  to  decide  on  the  pre-  [  *  <>  ] 
eise  character  and  ini|»ort  of  it.**    In  answer  to  this  call  for  further  information, 
it  will  U*  also  the  object  of  the  following  note  to  supply  such  facts  as  may  have  fallen 
within  the  scope  of  the  editor's  ol^ervation.     It  will  at  least  l>c  shown  by  contemporary 
documents  tliat  the  understanding,  which  is  tra<litionally  reported  to  have  prevailed, 


>  Pp.  157,  193,  210,  &  \  263,  302. 

'-*  "  Ce  n'e<t  par  la  premiere  fois  qa'on  a  voula  rccoarir  en  France  aux  nations  neutrcs, 
poar  np|irovi«ioncr  ct  vuidcr  nos  colonies,  et  que  cc  sccoun  a  etc  rcconna  InsufBsont  et  ruin- 
cnx."  M.dc  rontclmrtrain,  ctant  ministre  de  la  marine,  cmt  qn'U  seroic  lion  d'odmettre  dans 
nos  (.*uIonies  ks  nution^  amies;  mais  Ics  jircmicrs  vaisseaox  qui  furent  expl^lies  ayant  cte 
pris,  Ic  ministrc  revint  tout  dc  suite  au  scul  cx{»edicnt  vraimont  cfficacc ;  il  trara  nn  plan  de 
protection  pour  la  navigation  FrancoiM*  si  excellent,  que  quoiquc  nout  laflions  en  pucrre  orcc 
r  Anglctcm.',  et  la  IloUandc.  u  la  fois,  Ics  primes  nc  passcrcnt  par  2<)  poor  cent  d'entn^  or  de 
sortie  de  St.  Dominique,  et  de  la  Martinique,  et  15  k  22  poor  cent  pour  oiler  a  Qavbcc." 
This  mast  hare  been  in  the  war  that  ended  with  tlio  peace  of  UtrcchL 

"  In  1744,  Tadmini^tration  vonlut  tenter  la  memo  chose :  On  tit  expinlicr  de  Ilollande,  six 
navim  pour  St  Dominique,  la  ^lartinique,  et  Cayenne.  Cinque  furent  pris :  celai  poor  Cay- 
enne, Iwancoup  plus  petit,  ct  moins  important,  arriva ;  de  la  on  prit  le  parti  sage  d'eiablir  det 
convois,  et  d'intcrdirc  aux  omateun  touto  expedition  itaiticulidv.** —  Considerations  sur  I'ad- 
mission  des  navircs  neutrcs,  aux  colonies  Francoise  de  rAmcriquo  en  tcms  de  guerre,  p.  13. 
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was  discussed  and  agitated  as  a  distinction  operative  in  point  of  legal  effect,  if  tlie  fict 
of  such  a  change  of  system,  on  the  part  of  France,  could  be  satisfactorily  estabBsbed. 

If  this  is  shown,  much  stress  will  not,  it  is  hoped,  be  laid  on  the  terms  "  declared  by 
France,"  ^*  declaration  or  profession  on  the  part  of  France ; "  as  if  those  expreaaoni 
necessarily  implied  a  direct  communication  between  the  hostile  governments.  Soch  a 
profession,  so  made,  would  indeed  have  been  a  singular  occurrence,  and  deserving  of 
the  very  small  degree  of  credit  which  the  writer  justly  remarks  would  be  due  to  it  If 
collateral  facts  should  correspond  to  show  that  the  understanding  alleged  did  prevail, 
there  will  not  be  wanting  other  channels  of  communication  through  which  such  a  pe^ 
suasion  would  be  more  naturally  and  more  effectually  inculcated,  as  there  maybehei«> 
afler  occasion  to  remark. 

With  respect  to  the  assertion,  '*  That  the  rule  was  suspended  throughout  that  period,* 
or,  as  it  is  expressed  by  another  gentleman,  "  that  it  was  lost  sight  of  in  the  war  dot 
ended  in  the  year  1 783.**  The  most  effectual  correction  that  can  be  opposed  to  nch 
statements  will  be  by  reference  to  a  professional  opinion,  given  so  late  in  those  bosdE* 
ties  as  the  24th  of  February,  1781,  by  an  advocate  of  very  distingubhed  accuracy  and 
experience.  That  opinion  states  the  result  of  the  cases  which  had  occurred  during  the 
preceding  war,  and  **  that  it  was  to  be  concluded,  from  those  precedents,  that  the  event 
would  be  the  same,  if  the  appeal  interposed  in  the  present  case  should  be  prosecuted: 
but  that  no  case  of  the  same  nature  had  been  determined,  either  by  the  Lords  of  Appeal 
or  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,  during  any  part  of  the  war.** 

We  learn,  then,  from  the  best  authority,  that  the  question  had  not  presented  itself  ii 

the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  till  that  late  period  of  the  war.    From  the  history  of  tibe 

case  itself  it  is  evident  that  the  Vice  Admiralty  Courts  had  proceeded,  without  beahMr 

tion,  to  apply  the  principle  which  had  been  uniformly  acted  upon  in  the  farmer  war. 

In  the  Decisions  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,^  also,  there  iarepoitod 

[  •  7  ]  the  case  of  The  Catharina,  a  Dutch  ship,  captured  *  on  the  22dof  May,UW, 
and  brought  to  Glasgow,  and  condemned  expressly  on  the  ground  that  the 
cargo  was  laden  at  St.  Domingo,  and  was  admitted  to  be  the  produce  of  that  island. 
That  case  went  by  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  where  the  sentence  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  and  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Scotland,  was  reversed.  It  was  inti- 
mated by  the  learned  lord  who  moved  for  the  reversal,  "  That  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  in  Scotland  had  no  jurisdiction  in  prize  causes."  But  the  point  principally 
relied  on  seems  to  have  been,  "  Because  the  principle  on  which  the  courts  had  pro- 
ceeded, although  adhered  to  in  the  war  which  ended  in  1 763,  had  been  departed  froo 
in  that  which  terminated  in  1782."  2 

Before  the  House  of  Lords,  the  case  appears  to  have  undergone  a  full  discusaon, 
from  the  statement  given  of  it  in  Mr.  Browne's  Parliamentary  Reports,^  and  from  the 
reasons  slill  extant  in  the  papers  printed  for  the  hearing  of  the  cause.  From  thence 
we  gather  several  particulars  which  have  not  accompanied  the  history  of  the  case  in 
which  the  same  question  was  decided  by  the  Lords  of  Appeal  in  Prize  Causes.  Tht 
two  cases  were  nearly  contemporary,^  on  similar  facts,  and  argued  by  the  same  emi- 
nent persons.  It  is  not  known  that  any  note  is  now  extant  of  what  passed  in  the  par- 
ticular case  of  The  Tiger.  In  defect  of  proof,  therefore,  from  the  proceedbgs  in  the 
original  case,  we  may  be  at  liberty  to  advert  to  what  is  preserved  in  this  parallel  case, 
and  to  consider  the  two  cases  as  identically  the  same.  From  the  anrument  before  the 
House  of  Lords,  we  learn  the  precise  edict  of  the  French  government^  to  which  the 
attention  of  the  courts  of  this  country  was  directed,  as  distinguishing  colonial  cases  of 


1  30th  January,  1781.  2  Decisions  of  the  Court  of  Session,  ut  nq}ra, 

'  Vol.  5,  p.  328,  edit  1803. 

♦  Tiger,  Lords  of  Appeal,  22d  January,  1782;  Catherine,  House  of  Lords,  2d  May,  1783. 
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tliat  period  from  the  precedents  of  the  former  war.  It  was  an  edict  braed  at  Paris,  on 
the  31st  July,  1 7  79, by  which,  as  it  is  recited,  *'  The  subjects  of  all  states  not  at  enmity 
with  France  were  allowed  to  trade  with  the  French  colonies.** 

It  would  be  desirable  to  ascertain  the  exact  terms  of  this  edict ;  but  it  is  not  printed 
entire,  nor  has  the  search  made  for  it  been  hitherto  successful.  The  above  recital  is 
copied  from  the  printed  case  of  the  appellant  In  another  passage  it  is  stated  some- 
what difleruntly,  as  an  edict  **  bying  open  the  French  West  India  trade  to  all  foreign- 
ers or  neutral  nations.**  On  the  part  of  the  claimant,  *'  the  effect  of  this  decree  was 
pressed,  as  materially  distinguishing  the  case  from  the  cases  of  the  preceding 
war,  which,  Uie  appellants  *  contended,  did  not  apply,  not  being  similar  to  [  *  8  ] 
the  question  at  issue.  They  denied  that  they  had  any  license  from,  or  com- 
merce or  connection  with  France,  that  could  in  any  shape  make  the  ship  or  cargo 
French 'by  a<loption ;  they  only  availed  themselves  of  the  liberty  that  was  given  to 
them  as  subjects  of  Holland,  in  common  with  every  other  nation  in  the  world  not  at 
war  with  France,  in  cousc(|uence  of  an  edict  of  Paris,  the  31st  July,  1779,  laying  open 
the  French  West  India  trade  to  all  foreigners  and  neutral  nations.  And  reliance  was 
placed,  as  to  the  legality  of  a  trade  so  permitted,  on  a  precedent  then  recently  decided 
by  the  Lords  of  Appeal  in  Prize  Causes,^  in  the  case  of  The  Tiger,  a  Danish  ship, 
from  Sl  Domingo  tu  St.  Thomas,  and  some  other  subse(iuent  cases." 

From  the  manner  in  which  the  edict  is  recited,  there  is  reason  to  believe,  that  the 
tenor  of  the  onlinance  is  pretty  fully  preserved,  although  the  precise  expressions  may 
not  all  be  retained.  It  was  a  general  and  universal  opening  of  the  colonial  market, 
and  in  couMMjuence  of  an  edict  of  Paris,  of  the  31st  July,  1779. 

This  cirL'umstancu  is  not  altogether  immaterial,  as  implying,  perhaps,  something 
special  in  the  mode  or  design  of  making  the  proclamation.  A  jxartial  liberty  of  trade 
had  been  previou»ly  granted  by  the  governors  of  the  resixictive  islands,  at  St.  Domingo, 
at  least,  and  at  Martmi<|uc,  prior  to  the  dei*laration '  of  war,  or  the  knowledge  of  actual 
hostilities  in  that  part  of  the  world.  Tlie  adnuMion  of  foreigners  into  the  port  of  St 
Domingo  was  authorized  by  an  onlinance  of  the  governor,  recited  in  the  papers  of  the 
Tiger,  lK!ariiig  date  the  20th  of  July,  1778,  and  entided,  an  **  Ordinance  concemant 
I'introduction  des  batiments  etrangers,  et  le  payment  dcs  droits,"  &c.  And  in  a  col- 
lection of  the  arts  of  J^Iartinitiue,  entitled, ''  Annales  de  la  Martinique,**  there  is  an 
onlinance  of  the  governor,  of  the  7th  July,  1 778,  **  declaring  the  ports  of  that  island 
open  to  fon'ign  tradeni,  for  the  supply  of  the  iffland.** 

Whatever  the  secret  object  of  the  proclamation  of  1779  may  have  been,  the  purport 
of  the  etlict  was  at  least  general.    It  will  be  ob:«er^'e<l,  perhaps,  that  nothing  is  men- 
tioned of  another  material  character,  ascribed  to  this  clange  in  the  policy 
of  Franco,  *  **  that  it  was  understood  aLso  to  lie  promulgated  as  permanent**  [  *  9  ] 
But  from  the  itanie  case  wc  collect  that  a  charactiT  of  that  kind  had  bi*en 
ascribed  to  it.     It  is  in  the  latter  fiart  of  the  [)rinted  reations  of  the  captor  that  this 
topic  is  introduced,  in  *conclu!Uon  of  the  general  argument,  of  which  a  short  extract 
may  not  iuipro{K*riy  be  inserted  here. 

In  supfiort  of  the  sentence  of  the  court  below,  it  was  contended,  **  That  the  case 
came  precistcly  within  the  principles*  that  had  lieen  applied  to  the  colonial  trade  during 
the  late  war ;  that  the  continuance  of  the  same  principle  had  U^cn  enacted  by  the 
legislature  in  the  statute  '  which  permitted  a  regulated  trade  to  Grenada  ami  ihe  Gre- 
nadines, in  neutral  ships  bound  to  any  neutral  port ;  **  but  with  a  provision  that  it 

I  23d  Jane,  1782. 

'  The  order  for  n-prisals  on  the  part  of  France.  I»car8  dale  the  10th  of  July,  1778,  reciting 
the  capture  of  two  French  fripitcs  by  the  English,  on  the  17ih  of  June  precedin*;.  In  a 
snbseqacnt  order  of  the  5th  of  April.  1779,  the  commencement  of  hostilities  is  dinrcied  to  be 
reckoned,  retrospectively,  from  the  date  of  the  17th  of  June,  1776. 

*  20  Geo.  3,  c.  29,  A.'d.  1780. 
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should  not  extend  to  any  other  island  than  Grenada  or  the  Grenadines ;  "  the  whole 
of  wluch  loadings  or  cargoes  shall  be  liable  to  confiscation  and  condenmatum  as  lawird 
prize,  any  thing  in  this  act  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

"  That  agreeable  to  the  same  principle,  there  was  a  clause  in  the  instructions  to  the 
owners  of  private  ships  of  war,  which  enjoins  the  commanders  of  such  priyate  diips 
and  vessels  as  shall  have  letters  of  marque  and  reprisals,  that  they  do  not,  upon  anj 
account,  seize  upon  or  detain  any  ship  belonging  either  to  the  States  General  of  the 
United  Provinces,  or  to  their  subjects,  bound  from  one  European  port  to  another,  or 
from  any  Dutch  settlement  to  any  port  of  the  United  Provinces,  and  vice  versa ; — by 
which  it  was  plainly  implied,  that  British  privateers  might  seize  Dutch  ships  comii^ 
from  a  French  West  India  settlement,  with  goods  taken  in  there.*' 

"  That,  with  respect  to  the  edict  of  the  French  king,  of  the  31st  July,  1779,  ^hj 
which  the  trade  of  the  colonies  was  laid  open  to  all  neutral  states,'  it  was  to  be  recolr 
lected,  that  during  the  last  war,  Dutch  ships  engaged  in  this  trade  obtained  special 
licenses  from  the  French  government,  but  these  were  constantly  disregarded,  when 
urged  as  obviating  the  allegation  of  their  being  engaged  in  a  trade  only  open  to 
French  subjects,  and  were  even  taken  as  conclusive  evidence  of  their  being  adopted 
French  ships.  During  the  present  war,  it  is  said,  a  general  licence  had  been  given, 
which  cannot  vary  the  case  when  the  views  and  consequences  are  precisely  the  same. 
The  opening  a  trade  to  the  colonies  of  France,  flagrante  haUo^  was  a  transaction  to 
the  prejudice  of  Great  Britain,  and  a  mere  device  and  cover  for  fraud.  A  Dutchman, 
trading  under  a  privilege  of  this  kind,  is  not  in  the  ordinary  situation  of  a 
[  ♦  10  ]  neutral  subject,  continuing  his  own  commerce  with  the  warring  nations,  *a« 
in  lime  of  peace ;  he  is,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  carrying  on  the  trade  of 
France,  being  admitted  to  a  participation,  ad  hunc  affectum,  in  the  exclusive  rights  of 
a  French  subject"  Then  follows  the  passage  more  particularly  connected  with  the 
present  subject.  "  No  person  can  possibly  believe  that  the  license  to  other  states  wiD 
be  continued  by  France  after  the  peace ;  it  has  been  shown,  in  a  variety  of  instances, 
that  the  Dutch  do  not  understand  that  it  will;  and,  until  such  license  has  been 
granted,  or  continued,  in  time  of  profound  peace,  no  regard  can  be  paid  to  it  when 
issued  in  time  of  war." 

Here,  then,  we  seem  to  approach  near  to  the  object  of  this  inquiry.  For  when  the 
grounds  of  a  judicial  decision  are  not  stated  by  the  court,  there  is  no  better  mode  of 
collecting  the  reasons  conjecturally,  than  by  tracing  them  through  the  arguments  of  the 
several  parties.  It  is  in  this  argument  admitted,  that  the  effect  of  such  a  change  would 
supersede  the  principle  that  had  been  established  upon  a  different  state  of  facts ;  and 
by  the  attempt  to  prove  that  a  permanent  change  was  not  very  credible,  it  is  implied 
also,  that  such  a  change  was  contended  for.  Considering  the  argument,  in  this  case, 
as  identified  in  substance  with  the  argument  before  the  Lords  of  Appeal  in  prize 
causes,  we  seem  to  have  approached  as  near  to  the  secret  deliberations  of  that  court  o( 
judicature,  by  which  the  deviation  from  former  precedents  was  first  sanctioned,  as  the 
nature  of  the  investigation  will  admit. 

In  addition  to  what  has  been  stated  as  direct  eridence  of  such  an  impression,  it  may  not 
be  immaterial  to  consider,  also,  how  far  it  might  be  supported,  or  opposed  by  the  gene- 
ral opinions  of  the  times.  On  this  point,  it  cannot  be  forgotten,  that  the  very  fashion 
of  political  theories  at  that  period,  was  precisely  of  a  character  to  ^ve  countenance 
and  support  to  such  a  pretension.  In  this  country-,  the  policy  of  throwing  open  the 
colonial  trade,  had  been  strenuously  recommended  by  persons  of  great  name  and 
authority,  and  particularly  by  the  celebrated  author  of  "  The  Wealth  of  Nations,"  a 
work  which  had  then  rccentiy  appeared.  Similar  sentiments  had  been  industriously 
cultivated  by  the  iconomistes  in  France,  by  Mr.  IMirabcau  especially,  and,  amongst 
other  grounds,  with  a  reference  to  the  precarious  relation  subsisting  between  the  colo- 
nies and  the  parent  state,  on  the  breaking  out  of  a  war. 
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From  the  litUo  tract  before  mentioned,  published  in  1779,  entitled,  ^  ConaidermtioiM 
rar  radmiiision  des  NaTircs  ncutrcs  aux  colonics  Francoises  de  I'Ameriquc,  en  temt 
do  gucrn.*,**  may  lic  collected  many  important  traces  of  the  views  of  colonial 
*|x>Iicy  entertained  in  France  at  that  period.    It  appears  that  there  had  [  *  11  ] 
been  strong  fluctuations  of  opinion  on  this  subject,  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment of  France,  antecedent  to  the  actual  commencement  of  hostilities.    Tliat  publi- 
cation was  intended  to  have  appeared  about  the  end  of  April,  1778,  but  some  obstacles 
had  prevented  it    ^  Now,  however,  it  is  said,  since  government  has  abandoned  the 
project  of  provisioning  the  colonies  by  means  of  neutrals,  and  has  adopted  the  method 
of  protecting  our  own  coounerce  by  strong  convoy,  we  may,  without  inconvenienoo, 
venture  to  consecrate,  by  this  publication,  principles  so  according  with  those  of  the 
government,  and  introduce  to  the  public  a  work,  which  has  no  other  object  but  the 
national  honor  and  prosperity.'* 

Of  a  government,  wavering  between  such  views,  it  is  neither  an  illiberal,  nor  a 
strained  interpretation  of  their  acts,  to  believe  that  they  would  willingly  concur  in  any 
representation  that  might  promote  the  great  object  of  national  prosperity.  A  more 
simple,  and,  i>crhaps,  the  just  interpretation  would  be,  to  suppose  tliat  they  might  be 
so  undetermined  in  resfiect  to  their  future  [>lans,  as  to  be  not  chargeable  with  fraud  in 
encouraging  any  representations,  that  might  be  circulated,  of  the  continuance  and 
intended  permanence  of  their  [)resent  |iolit-y.  This,  at  least,  may  bo  assumed,  that  if 
there  were  any  other  parties  di!«posed  to  contend  for  a  construction  of  their  acts,  thai 
would  secure  a  temporary  advantage  to  their  trade,  it  was  not  from  any  more  explicit 
declaration,  on  the  part  of  the  French  cabinet,  that  the  fallacy  of  such  a  representa- 
tion would  be  exposed. 

Tliis  leads  to  a  consideration  of  the  question,  whether  it  was  probable  that  other 
parties  would  interest  themwlves  in  tliat  causi>  ?  And  there  arc  not  wanting  traces  of 
such  an  inteqKwition.  It  has  been,  at  all  times,  an  object  of  solieitude  with  neutral 
states,  to  promote  and  extend  the  trade  of  their  suhjectii,  by  the  assurances  which  they 
may  be  enabled  to  give  of  the  views  and  tli>iK>sitions  of  belligerent  powers,  resfiectively, 
towards  themselve.4.  It  is  not  unfrequent  with  them  to  contend  for  |>artieular  immuni- 
ties, on  condition  tliat  they  may  be  able  to  obtain  the  same  privileges  from  the  opjMiite 
belligerent. 

The  dii'iw.'fition  of  the  neutral  states  to  af*t  in  concert,  and  with  every  poasiUe 
advantasc  for  the  extension  of  their  commen*e,  at  tliat  particular  time,  is  well  known. 
In  whatever  form  the  inference  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  made,  tract^s 
of  some  such  *  interposition  are  to  U'  ]K<n>eived  in  a  work  entitled,  "  A  [  *  12  | 
Tn^atise  on  Neutrality,**  published  by  Mr.  Ilenning,  at  ^Vltona,  in  1784,  soon 
after  the  termination  of  that  war. 

From  the  subject  of  blockade  the  writer  passi^s  on  to  treat  of  the  situation  of  the 
enemy's  coUmio;* :  **A  ver}-  important  conrideration  connecte<l  with  the  pn.*sent  rab- 
jeet,**  says  he,  **  is  the  trade  with  the  colonies  in  the  West  Indies.**  In  respect  to  them, 
is  there  any  fiMimlation  whatever  for  considering  the  islands  in  the  West  Indies  as  in  a 
state  of  blockade  ?  And  if  there  is  not,  what  necessity  could  there  Ims  for  a  special 
proi'lamation  on  the  part  of  (treat  Britain,  authorizing  neutral  shlp.4  to  trade  in  the 
produce  of  lfn.*natla  and  the  Grenadines,  since  those  isUnds  have  fallen  into  the  poi- 
session  of  France,  and  France  has  laid  open  the  traile  from  Martini<|uo  and  her  other 
islands  ?  Further,  on  what  grounds  can  Great  Hritain  proseril>e,  that  the  returned 
cargoes  from  Grenada  or  the  Grenadines  shall  go  to  neutral  |K>rts,  under  the  name  of 
iome  conimen-ial  hou«e  of  those  islands,  in  onler  to  exclude  the  produce  of  the  other 
French  islands  from  being  carrie<i  as  any  part  of  those  cargoes  ?  **  S)me  remarks  are 
then  maile  on  the  limitation  of  the  Grenaila  Act,  which  fix  its  commencement  pro- 
spectively from  the  1st  June,  1780,  and  provide,  that  nothing  in  that  act  should  be 
taken  to  affect  any  judgment  already  given.    These  arc  not  improperly  ci 
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nudntaining  a  general  principle  of  exclusion,  which  the  writer  tenni  an  infinngement 
on  neutral  rights,  asserting,  that  France  alone  has  the  right  of  permitting,  or  not,  the 
trade  with  her  own  colonies. 

"  It  is  true,  indeed,  (it  is  observed,)  that  an  English  act  of  parliament  can  be  no  law 
for  foreign  states,  nor  operate  to  the  diminution  of  their  rights.    But  it  is  a  direct 
authority  to  British  subjects  for  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  all  ships  and  cargoes 
coming  from  the  French  or  Dutch  colonies,  the  effect  of  wluch  must  be  to  impose 
great  embarrassments  on  neutral  trade.    And  it  is  obvious,  that  these  embarrassments 
must  be  severely  felt,  if  the  difficulties  which  grow  out  of  such  particular  ordinances, 
are  not  adjusted  in  an  amicable  and  friendly  manner  by  treaty,  more  especially  if  the 
neutral  state  grants  the  protection  of  an  armed  convoy  for  a  trade  which  the  belliger- 
ent state  treats  as  interdicted.    Now,  although  in  respect  to  the  trade  with  the  colonies 
in  America,  since  France  has  opened  it  to  all  nations,  no  express  concession  has  been 
made  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain,  sdll  all  vessels  seized  for  having  brought  goods  fn»n 
the  French  and  Dutch  colonies,  have  been  released  by  the  British  Courts  of 
[  *  13  ]  Admiralty,  and  the  colonial  *  trade  has  been  generally  permitted  to  all  neutral 
ships.    We  may  therefore  consider  that  point  as  setUed.** ' 
This  is  all  that  is  said  on  the  colonial  principle  throughout  the  treatise.     In  these 
observations  it  is  not  easy  to  discern  any  very  precise  understanding  of  the  ground  on 
which  the  principle  had  been  originally  placed,  nor  any  very  firm  persuasion  that  it 
had  been  absolutely  renounced.     On  the  other  hand,  they  contain  an  acknowledgment 
that  the  principle  of  exclusion  had  been  asserted  in  that  war,  and  that  the  relaxation 
was  considered,  always,  in  conjunction  with  the  unlimited  opening  of  the  French  colo- 
nies, and  as  consequent  upon  that  alteration  of  system.    The  practice  of  the  Courts  of 
Admiralty  of  this  country  is  set  in  opposition  to  the  want  of  any  direct  and  absolute 
concession,  on  the  part  of  the  government ;  from  which  it  may  be  inferred,  that  the 
change  of  practice  was  introduced  on  considerations  far  short  of  a  general  and  unquali- 
fied renunciation  of  the  principle ;  and  that  the  parties  to  whom  alone  a  formal  con- 
cession might,  at  any  time,  have  been  expected  to  be  made,  could  be  no  other  than 
the  neutral  states,  endeavoring  by  negotiation,  and  by  all  means  in  their  power,  to 
establish  the  right  of  their  subjects  to  this  extended  commerce. 

But,  it  is  asked,  "  why,  at  least,  was  not  the  rule  enforced  as  to  the  colonies  of  Spain 
and  Holland,  with  regard  to  which  no  change  of  policy  is  even  imputed.**  The 
answer  with  respect  to  Spain  may  be  found  in  the  fact,  that  the  colonial  trade  of  that 
kingdom  was  carried  on  chiefly  under  special  licenses,  granted  to  what  were  termed 
registered  ships,  and  that  cases  of  that  description  *  were  condemned  on  the  same 
course  of  reasoning  that  had  been  applied  to  them  in  the  war  of  1740. 

With  respect  to  the  Dutch  colonies,  the  period  '  at  which  Holland  came  into  the 
war  was  so  late,  that,  on  that  account  alone,  no  particular  inference  can  be  drawn 
from  the  conduct  of  this  country  toward  the  Dutch  colonies. 

It  may  not,  however,  be  altogether  irrelevant  to  the  due  consideration  of  the  sub- 
ject, to  advert  to  the  situation  of  the  principal  Dutch  settlements  during  that  war. 
St.  Eustatius  was  captured  immediately  on  the  breaking  out  of  hostilities,  on  the  3d 
Feb.,  1781.     Of  the  state  of  Curacoa,  it  became  notorious,  in  the  case  of  The  Niewvc 
Vriendschap,  captured  in  Januar}',  1 783,  that  from  the  beginning  of  the  Dutch  war, 
above  twenty  sail  of  Dutch  ships  had  been  lying  there  nearly  two  years  in  expectation 
of  convoy,  with  cargoes  on  board ;  and  being  unable  to  obtain  convoy,  they 
[  *  14  ]  were  passed  over  to  imperial  houses  at  Ghent  and  •  other  places  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  the  property.     They  sailed  in  the  autumn  of  1782,  and 
were  several  of  them  captured  in  the  beginning  of  1783,  a  short  time  prior  to  the 
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termination  of  tho  war.  Though  occurring  late,  and  after  tho  deciiioii  in  The  Tiger, 
they  were  in  their  nature  undoubtedly  casei  of  trade  with  the  colonies  of  Holland, 
witli  n*^ard  to  which  no  change  of  syatom  is  known  to  have  been  intimated ;  and  the 
anftwer  to  the  question  must,  perhaps,  be  pUced  on  this  consideration,  that  in  the 
course  of  successive  hostilities  against  confederated  powers,  it  is  natural,  and  frequent, 
in  practice,  not  to  vary  general  rules,  though  they  may  have  been  adopted,  originally, 
with  reference  to  the  situation  of  the  principal  enemy  in  the  war. 

These  are  the  observations  which  tho  editor  has  been  induced  to  collect,  under  a 
desire  of  assbting  to  ascertain,  with  some  degree  of  historical  precision,  the  courae  of 
a  transaction,  to  which  a  reference  is  fre(|uendy  made  in  very  general  and  indefinite 
terms.  If  the  result  of  this  inquir}-  should  appear  to  rest,  in  some  parts,  more  than 
might  be  desired,  on  conjectural  reasoning,  it  will  be  received,  it  is  hoped,  with  atten- 
tion to  the  difficulty  of  obtaining  positire  eWdence  of  opinions  and  sentiments  which 
had  no  appropriate  channel  of  communication,  through  which  they  can  bo  directly 
traced.  It  will,  at  least,  establish  some  points  not  before  brought  to  public  notice.  It 
will  show  that  the  explanation,  traditionally  recorded,  of  the  judicial  grounds  of  this 
relaxation,  is  strictly  conformable  to  the  course  of  argument  actually  puraued,  and  that 
it  is  corroborated  by  the  accounts  given  of  the  change  by  foreign  contemporary  writers, 
[.lastly,  it  will  justify  a  conclusion,  that  the  representations  before  cited,  and  also  the 
following,  **  tliat  not  only  the  trade  of  neutrals  to  the  belligerent  coasts  and  colonies 
was  sanctioned  by  the  I$riti»h  courts  throughout  the  war  of  1778,  but  that  the  sanctioa 
was  derived  by  the  law  of  nations,  and  consecjuently  that  the  now  principle,  condemn- 
ing such  a  trade,  was  not  merely  sus|>ended  under  the  influence  of  a  |iarticular  consi- 
deration that  ceased  with  that  war,  but  was,  in  pursuance  of  tho  true  principle  of  the 
law  of  nations,  judicially  abandoned  and  renounced.**  It  will  justify  a  conclusion,  that 
positions  of  this  tenor  are  not  warranted  by  a  specific  reference  to  the  acts  of  those 
times. 


•  NOTE  U.  1  •  15  1 

TiiiuRK  is  one  other  remark,  which  the  editor  takes  the  opportunity  of  introducing 
here,  as  connected  with  that  branch  of  the  colonial  principle  which  relates  to  contino- 
ous  voyages.  It  is  merely  to  jioint  out  to  tho^e,  who  may  have  occasion  to  observe  upon 
the  manner  in  which  that  extension  has  grown  out  of  the  original  principle,  a  circum* 
stincc  which  appears  to  have  hitherto  escaped  notice,  namely,  that  it  was  in  the  firrt 
in?itince  adopte«l  as  a  rule  of  equitable  construction  in  favor  of  neutral  trade,  in  pro- 
tection of  that  part  of  a  carg-)  w  hich  had  gone  from  Hamburg  to  Bordeaux,  and  was 
afterwards  captun^d  on  the  ulterior  i>art  of  the  voyage  to  St  Domingo.  Those  goods 
were  contended  to  be  liable  to  condemnation,  under  the  instructions.  They  were 
exeepti*d,  however,  by  the  interpretation  which  the  court  adopted,  that  the  touching  at 
Bordeaux,  accompanied  with  an  entr}*,  and  the  forms  of  exportation,  did  not  create 
such  an  incoqK>ration  into  the  commerce  of  France,  as  could  render  the  destination  of 
the  continuous  voyage  liable  to  be  considereil  as  between  French  ports  only.  The 
words  used  by  the  court  on  that  occasion  were  nearly  the  same  as  those  applied  ^ 
e  comtr$o^  to  similar  circumstances  appearing  afWrwards  in  cases  which  have  been 
made  the  subject  of  mueh  discussion.    The  court  observed,  **  Another  consideration 
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iras  likewise  pressed  against  these  goods,  that  having  been  e'ntered  at  Bordeaux,  and 
exported  from  thence,  it  must  be  deemed  an  actoal  exportation  from  that  port,  and, 
oonsequcntlj,  that  they  are  liable  to  be  treated  legally  in  the  same  manner  (whatever 
that  manner  may  be)  as  the  goods  first  put  on  board  at  Bordeaux.  I  incline  to  tluok 
that  this  would  be  much  too  rigorous  an  application  of  principles,  rather  belonging  to 
the  revenue  law  of  this  kingdom,  a  system  of  law  having  litde  in  common  with  the 
general  prize  law  of  nations,  and  that  these  goods  are  entitled  to  be  considered  ai 
coming  from  Hambui^,  their  original  place  of  shipment  Former  decisions  having 
folly  established  that  a  direct  commerce  from  a  neutral  country  to  a  French  settlement 
was  open,  I  decree  restitution  of  these  goods."    Adm.  Rep.  voL  iL  p.  197. 
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BOCorietT  of  a  blockade  de  facta, 
and  admitted  knowledge,  sn^ 

cient 113 

of  Harre ;  approximation,  for  the  porpose  of  taking  a  piloc 

to  Caen,  not  allowed. S5,  102.  ISZ 
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distance 1S4 

of  the  Weser;  breach  hj  shipment,  in  the  Jade,  of  goods 

proceeding  from  the  Weser  in  lighters 201 

reliered  bj  special  permisaon,  18th  Jnlr,  1804  2<)o 

constroction  as  to  foreign  conmierce i&. 

Briii$k  claim,  on  rec^>tnre,  barred  hj  interrening  peace        ....        142 

bj  sale  to  Spanish  owner,  before  Spanish 

hostilities 45 

not  rerested,  bj  recaptorc,  under  Spanish 

hostilities 46 

hy  sentence  of  the  Conrt  of  Appeal  in 

Paris  on  consular  condemnations ....    198 
not,  from  the  use  of  the  prize,  as  a  priTa- 
teer,  on  the  coast  of  Africa,  by  the  mere 

act  of  the  captor 320 

rejection  of,  in  The  Hcnric  and  Maria,  Baar,  supra,  sen- 
tence aiBrmed  on  appeal 133,  note 

C. 

Capture,  if  complete  without  actual  possession ;  engagement  of  the 

neutral  master  if  sufficient 21 

Carlely  prospective,  and  not  founded  on  existing  hostilities 337 

authority  of  the  crown  by  delegation,  how  far  presumable, 
in  support  of  the  acts  of  persons  in  command  abroad        .         .       337,338 

Claim,  in  opposition  to  ship's  papers,  when  ^  allowed 3 

Coasting  Trade,  of  the  enemy 72 

ancient  and  modem  practice 76,  252,  note 

with  false  papers ;  cause  of  condemnation 78,  252 


^  In  cases  where  the  ordinary  rule  is  dispensed  with,  it  is  usually  required  that  the  cansc 
for  disguise  should  be  explained  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  tliat  it  did  not  originate  in 
attempts  to  avoid  or  defraud  the  regulations  of  this  country.    Aurora,  March  22d,  1808. 

Cases  most  readily  admitted  are  those  of  British  subjects,  or  subjects  of  allies  in  war,  pray- 
ing relief  from  difficulties  imposed  by  the  restrictions  of  the  enemy,  which  may  have  ren- 
dered it  impracticable  for  them  to  take  clearances  in  their  proper  form.  An  exception  in 
favor  of  such  cases  is  to  be  found  so  far  back  as  the  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land in  1673,  in  the  case  of  The  Liveday,  1673.  Stair's  Decisions,  vol.  il  p.  229 ;  also.  Clerk 
9,  Smcetoun,  vol  11.  p.  241. 
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'  Witt  and  damagrf^  after  restitution,  and  the  bhip  \s  gone  away,  not 

sustaineil 237 
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the  vessi'I  into  port 319 
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D. 
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fkspatcht'it,  bi'twecn  the  enemy's  settlcmcnLi  and  the  mother  countrv'  440,  ct  $€q. 

penalty  on  the  ship :  and  on  the  cargo,  aei'onling  to  the 
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n-turn,  required,  uf  a  complete  settlement     ....  99 
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F. 
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limitation,  *' to  the  pn>sent  transaction  ** 192 

Free  Ships,  free  goods  under  the  Portuguese  treaty S9 

abuse  of, 3ri8 

if  applicable  to  ships  purchased  of  the  enemy 538 

if  to  trade  spiH-ially  prohibited  > 41 


*  Since  declared  in  juilgment,  "  That  it  woald  not  extend  to  any  illegal  trade."    TIm 
Alia,  1 1th  November,  iao7.    See  also,  Insiructions  to  Cruiaen,  Slst  December,  178a 
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Jurisdiction^  local,  defect  of,  in  the  river,  as  to  the  Black  Tail  Sand; 

as  to  the  Leigh  Middle,  and  Chapman  Sands        ....  39 

L. 

License^  to  take  a  prize  vessel  from  the  enemy,  in  payment  of  a  debt           .  .67 
not  vitiated  on  account  of  bond  given  to  the  enemy  by  the 

agent  to  redeliver,  at  the  end  of  the  war 69 

distinction  from  former  case .  .70 

M. 

Marshal,  his  charges  as  allowed,  on  removal,  unlivery,  delivery  on 

bail,  sale  of  ships 143,  e(«^. 

charges  by  percentage  disallowed 154, 164 

Monition,  against  prize  goods,  if  including  proceeds,  amended        .         .         .        .93 
to  proceed  to  adjudication  on  vessels  not  brought  in,  but  lost 

at  sea 51 

afler  six  years'  delay,  and  other  circumstances  not 

granted 53 

to  proceed  to  distribution.    (See  Distribution.) 
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Navigation  Act,  breach  of,  not  avaibblo,  in  l)ar  of  neutral  claimants, 

in  the  Prize  Court  of  Admiralty Z\\,  et  ieq. 

if  applied  to  prize  goods 226,  259 

thou^rh  trannferrcd 258,  260 

proceeds  of  prize  goods  not  entitled  to  tbis  exception  .    221 

if  applied  at  any  time,  to  British  settlements  in  tho  East 

Indies 346 

modified  in  respect  to  foreign  trade   by  regulations, 

39  G.  3,  c.  117 ih. 

O. 

Orders  of  Council,  construction. 

2tth  June,  1803,  as  to  colonial  traile  .*....    863 

4th  iSeptembor,  1803,  Spanish  wool  to  consignee 1 

1st  Fcbruarj',  1805,  corn  to  Spain 43 

from  port  to  port  included  44 

not  extending  to  protect  sea  biscuit  to  Cadiz  .        .        .        .126 

of  Noveml>er  21,  18oG.    July  31, 1807.     Trade  with  tlic  enemy 

in  innocent  articles ;  construction 331 

of  31st  July,  1807,  as  to  Sweden,  similar  point 407 

of  the  7th  Januar\',  1807 263 

cflect  of,  on  the  subsequent  voyage.    (Sec  Blockade,)  376 

P. 

Pihtaffe,  Suit,  on  behalf  of  British  subject,  for  navigating  to  tho  port 

of  an  enemy;  not  sustained 350 

against  the  owner  on  the  agreement  of  his  master      ....  229 

from  the  Downs,  under  act  3  G.  1,  c.  13 227 

Privileges  and  restrictions  of  Trinity  pilots  incorporated  by 

that  act ' 230 

not  attaching  on  other  individuals  employed  in  their 

abK^nce i6. 

extent  of  navi^tionrogulatcil  by  that  act 229 

l^rize  Act,  on  pnx>f  of  British  pmperty  recaptured  from  the  enemy  38 
if  im|)erativc,  as  to  rale  of  salvage,  when  the  act  of  rc- 

ca]»ture  from  the  enemy  is  not  proved 274 

••  Setting  forth,  bv  the  enemv  ; "  construction 320 

Prize  IntertftA :  bi'twecn  prize-masters,  and  the  crew  remaining  on 

boanl  tho  privateer,  reciprocal 21 7 

as  to  captures  ma«le  by  tho«e  bringing  in  the  prize  vcstcl  .  219 
on  claim  of  Lieutenant  Nicholas  of  his  ALijesty's  ship  Niger,  a  pas- 
senger, but  doing  duty  on  board  The  Tribune,  not  sustained             ...  302 
on  cbim  of  !ilr.  White  way  .1  as  acting  lieutenant,  appointed  by 

a  captain  of  a  detached  fhip,  not  sustained 313 

naval  instructions  with  respect  to  such  .ippointments      .  .310 

/ Vo/i^r/jf,  title  of,  not  from  liens,  in  a  Prize  Court 25,  e^  seq. 


1  Dot  sec  the  subsequent  proclamation,  15th  June,  1809. 
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of  consignee  under  orders  executed,  how  far  recoverable  hy 

act  of  the  shipper 321 

limitation,  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  vendeur  primilif       .   327-329 

R. 

Recapture,     (Sec  Salvage.)    Bridsh  claims. 

Rescue,  prevented.     (See  Salvage,) 

Roads,  if  distinguished  from  ports 34 

as  to  the  rights  of  the  Lord  High  Admiral 300 

on  questions  of  blockade 31 

S. 

Salvage  on  neutral  property,  not  generally  given 108 

distinction,  as  to  stores,  for  the  American  squadron,  destined 
•    primarily  to  a  British  port,  and  recaptured  from  a  Spanish 

cruiser,  overruled 112 

as  to  American  property,  captured  under  the  French  decree, 

21st November,  1 800,  given AlO,€tseq. 

on  freight,  only  when  the  voyage  has  been  commenced  ...     90 

commencement,  from  sailing  to  join  convoy,  though  not  in 

the  direct  course  of  the  voyage 91 

on  rescue ;  on  being  called  to  prevent  a  concerted  rescue         ...     23 
on  recapture.     (See  British  claim,) 
Ship  of  War,  of  the  enemy,  if  an  object  of  neutral  commerce         .         .        396,  ct  s€q. 
claim  of  Count  Bentinck,  for  a  Dutch  frigate,  driven  into  Bergen, 

and  there  purchased  by  him ;  rejected 402 

T. 

I'rade  with  the  enemy,  affecting  the  property  of  British  merchants,  as 

partners  in  shipments  from  a  neutral  country  .         .         .         .         .        .    127 

partnership  of  Mr.  Bell,  if  served 132,  ds:';. 

pilotage  to  an  enemy's  port.     (See  pilotage.) 
Transport-service ;  neutral  ship,  freighted  to  carry  home  military  offi- 
cers and  mariners  to  France 42'>,  43 " 

freighted  to  carry  out  military  officers  to  the  settlements 

of  the  enemy vv* 

number  inunaterial 434 

ignorance,  on  the  part  of  the  master,  not  available     .         .        .       .  i^. 
proclamation  of  former  war  on  this  subject    .....    420,  note 
principle,  if  applicable  to  the  carrying  of  officers  in  civil  de- 
partments        4;U 

7Vca/y,  American,  articles  expired,  October,  1804 341 

Portuguese.     (See  Free  Ships,  free  Goods.) 

Kussian,  "  ship  of  the  country,  masters  and  mariners,  of  the 

people,"  construction 3Zl,tts(q. 

if  available  in  trade  with  a  common  enemy 335 

special  permission  to  this  effect,  24th  November,  1806  .  ib. 
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SwetlLsh,  on  similar  subject,  as  to  innocent  articles 403 

(lidcuiuion  on  contraband  under  treaty,  &c. 
Turpist  cawa.    Bar  to  demands  arising  therefrom,  as  to  wages,  in  con- 
travention of  the  plave  acts 211 

as  to  services  of  British  pilots,  navigating  to  ports  of  the  enemy  350 
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